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INTRODUCTION AND HISTORICAL SURVEY 

A. TOWARD AN UNDERSTANDING OF THE 
TENKALAI—VATAKALAI DISPUTE 

Ever since Christian missionaries first arrived in South India 
there has been fascination for the Hindu bhakti sects which, like 
Christianity, teach salvation by the grace of a single, supreme 
deity. The Srivai§nava school has held particular interest for 
Western theologians and scholars of comparative religion, for—like 
Christianity—it developed a theological dispute and sectarian 
schism over whether that grace is given in cooperation with human 
effort. The Tenkalai Srivaisijavas say that God saves the soul like 
a mother cat carries a kitten ; the mother cat makes all the effort 
and the kitten remains passive. The Vatakalai 5>rivai$ijavas affirm 
that God saves the soul like a mother monkey carries a baby 
monkey ; though the mother is doing most of the work, the baby 
must cooperate in the process by holding on. Early comparativists 
recognized that this central theological issue in the Tenkalai- 
Vatakalai dispute was not unlike the "grace versus works” dispute 
that has haunted Christianity since the time of Augustine and 
Pelagius, culminating in the Protestant reformation. There, the 
Catholics took the “monkey school” position of cooperative grace 
in relation to the "cat school” position of Luther, Calvin and other 
Protestant theologians. The similarity is all the more striking since 
it cannot be traced to any historical interaction between India and 
the West ; the "cat and monkey” positions are well-rooted in the 
theological works of the Srlvai§i>ava Scaryas from the 13th to 15th 
centuries, before European missionaries were a presence in South 
India. 1 


1 
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More recently, social historians of South India have tried to 
understand how the theological differences between the acaryas of 
this early period led to the emergence of the Tenkalai and 
Vatakalai schools, with their rival loyalties to Manavajamamuni 
and Vedanta Desika, and eventually to a bitter struggle for 
political influence, popular support, and control of South India’s 
Vai§i>ava temples during the British era. 2 

Studies of Srivai§ijavism by both social historians and com- 
parativists have been hampered by the lack of adequate transla¬ 
tions or impartial studies of the works of the early acaryas. Until 
recently, all the available sources in English on the doctrinal 
differences between the Tenkalai and Vatakalai schools have 
suffered from sectarian bias, historical anachronism, and/or 
inadequate grounding in the actual works of the earlier acaryas. 8 
The present study seeks to address this need by elucidating the 
theological aspect of the Tenkalai-Vatakalai dispute as seen in the 
writings of the founding acaryas of each sub-sect: Manavala- 
mamuni and Vedanta Desika. 

Even though ManavSlamamuni and Vedanta Desika are 
revered (respectively) as founders of the Tenkalai and Vatakalai 
schools, it is clear that neither saw themselves as such. It was 
at least the 17th century before the Srivai?nava tradition became 
divided into two distinct groups following separate lineages of 
acaryas (guruparampara) : the Tenkalai or “Southern School” 
tracing its lineage through PiUai Lokacarya and Maijavalamamuni, 
and the Vatakalai or “Northern school” tracing its lineage through 
Vedanta Desika. The hagiographies of the 17th and 18th century 
which portray Vedanta Desika, Manavalamarauni or their con¬ 
temporaries as involved in sectarian rivalry are surely reading the 
dispute of their own time back into the days of their leaders. 
The earliest evidence for any sort of sectarian consciousness (but 
not yet rivalry) comes from the P'eriya Tirumuti Ataivu, a work no 
earlier than the late 16th century which gives balanced treatment 
to all the major acaryas yet identifies Vedanta Desika as “the head 
of the entire northern tradition (vatamargattukkellam irestar)*’ 
(PTA p. 586). There is no reference to the Tenkalai and Vatakalai, 
or even to the “cat and monkey” analogy, in any literature until 
at least the 17th century. Thus there is an anachronism in popular 
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usage when Vedanta Desika, Mapavalamamuni, their contem¬ 
poraries, or their predecessors, are identified as Tenkalai or 
“Vatakalai”. The early theologians of what were later known 
as the Tenkalai and Vatakalai subsects can be more accurately 
distinguished as the "Srirangam acaryas” and “Kanchi acaryas”. 
(Srirangam and Kanchi are indeed the “south” and “north” 
referred to in “Tenkalai” and “Vatakalai”.) Though there was 
no sectarian consciousness at this time, it can be shown that as 
early as the 13th century, a group of acaryas under Natatur Ammal 
of Kanchi and a group of acaryas under NampiUai in Srirangam 
had developed different scholarly interests and specializations 
which played a key role in the emergence of the doctrinal 
differences found in the works of Magavalamamuni and Vedanta 
Desika. For this reason, an exposition of the theology of 
Maoavatamamuni and Vedanta Desika has to start with a historical 
survey of the Srivaijnava tradition and the development of its 
thought from the death of Ramanuja, through the emergence of 
the Kanchi and Srirangam “schools”, to the life and times of 
these two men themselves. 

B. THE DEVELOPMENT OF SRIVAI§NAVISM 
FROM 1137 to 1270 

For Srfvai?navism, the first 130 years after Ramanuja’s death 
was a period of prolific and creative literary development which 
united the Visi§tadvaita Vedanta of Yamuna and Ramanuja with 
popular theism. Srivaisgava tradition has always maintained that 
Ramanuja and Yamuna, their foremost acaryas and the founders 
of Visisjadvaita, gave discourses on the Alvars’ hymns and were 
actively involved in temple administration in Srirangam and else¬ 
where However, neither their written works nor temple inscriptions 
provide any supporting evidence for this activity. On this basis, 
some Western scholars have disputed the connection of the earliest 
acaryas with the Alvars, temple piety, and even Srivai^avism 

itself. 4 , 

Nevertheless, Ramanuja is considered by Srivai$uavas to have 

firmly established the tradition of “Ubhaya Vedanta” (double 
Vedanta) which linked the piety of the Tamil Alvars to the 
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authority of Sanskrit Vedanta. The works of the first two genera¬ 
tions of Ramanuja’s disciples demonstrate the synthesis of these 
two traditions, whatever might have been Ramanuja’s role in it. 
Within sixty years of his death, two commentaries on the TiruvOy- 
moli were written which used the ideas of Visisjadvaita Vedanta to 
interpret Nammalvar’s Tamil hymns : the Ardyiruppati or 6,000 of 
Tirukkurukai Piran PiJJan (c. 1060-1161) and the UnpatinOyirappati 
or 9,000 of Nanjiyar (c. 1113-1208) (so called for the number of 
granthas or lines of characters they contain). They mark the 
beginning of a new genre of literature within Srivaisnavism— 
Commentaries on the hymns of the Ndldyira Divya Prabandham. 
The very language of these commentaries is a significant indication 
of the soundness of the Ubhaya Vedanta synthesis. They are 
written in Tamil infused with Sanskrit terms and phrases from 
Ramanuja's Vedanta, constituting the first literary examples of 
Tamil Magipravala. 

While NaBjlyar and PiJlan were using Marfipravala 
commentaries as a medium for developing Ubhaya Vedanta, 
Ramanuja’s disciple Kurattalvan and his son Parasara Bhajtar 
were accomplishing this same purpose with Sanskrit stotras. Their 
devotional Sanskrit verses integrate the themes and imagery of the 
Alvars with principles of Visisjadvaita doctrine. # 

The Srivaispava acaryas wrote other notable Sanskrit works 
before the end of the 12th century which show the influence both 
of Ramanuja’s Vedanta and the piety of the Alvars. These include 
commentaries by Enkal A Ivan on the Vi$nu Purdna, Nanjiyar on 
the Sri Sukti, and Parasara Bhaftar on the Visnu Sahasrandma. A 
brief but historically significant work is Parasara Bhatjar’s 
Aftailoki, eight Sanskrit verses giving the basic meaning of the 
three Srivaiguava mantras used in the performance of prapatti— 
the Tirumantra, Dvaya, and Caramasloka. 6 The Astailoki, is the 
forerunner of the Magipravala commentaries on these mantras 
which became a major vehicle for exposition of Srivaisgava 
theology in the next century. 

Two important Tamil poems that probably date from the end 
of this period are Tiruvarangattamutanar’s Ramanuja Nurrantati 
in praise of RamSnuja and Arujala Peruma] Emperumanar’s 
JHamsara and PrameyasOra In the 15th century, Mapava Jamamuni 
was to write commentaries on both of these works. 
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In the 13th century, the development and refinement of 
^rivaisnava thought in Sanskrit, MagipravSja and Tamil continued 
unabated. However, we notice a historically important develop¬ 
ment. The acaryas in Srirangam began to specialize in lecturing 
on the Alvars’hymns and writing commentaries and independent 
works in Manipravaja. Meanwhile, some of the more prominent 
acaryas in Kanchi concentrated their efforts on Sanskrit works 
integrating Visi§tadvaita Vedanta with logic, dharmasastra, and 
Pancaratra. They seem to have been chiefly engaged in defending 
Ramanuja’s philosophy against the challenges of Advaitins, 
Nyayins, Sroartas, Mimamsakas, and the like. 

At the opening of the 13th century, Nanjiyar’s disciple 
NampiJJai was the most prominent Srivaisnava acarya in 
Srirangam. His lectures on the Nalttyira Divya Prabandham 
inspired the voluminous Manipravaja commentaries written by his 
disciples. Vatakku Tiruviti PiJJai (1167-1264) recorded his guru’s 
Tiruvaymoli lectures in his MuppattOrOyirappati or 36,000 (com¬ 
monly known as the Itu) Another of NampiJJai’s disciples, 
Periyavaccart PiJJai (1167-1262) wrote a Tiruvaymoli commentary 
in 24,000 granthas, the Irupattunaldyirappati, and went on to 
write Mapipravala commentaries on the remaining hymns of the 
Alvars—the entire Nalayira Divya Prabandham. With Periyavaccan 
PiJJai, the use of Tamil Manipravaja branched out beyond its 
origins in the interpretation of the Alvars’ hymns and became a 
major vehicle for the expression of Srivaispava doctrine. He was 
the first to write Mapipravaja commentaries on Sanskrit works— 
Yfimuna’s Stotras, the anonymous Jitante, Ramanuja’s Gadyas, 
and some major passages in the epics (his Ramttyaria Bharatadi 
Taniilokam). His numerous independent Mapipravaja works 
include 1) Parantarahasya, the first elaborate exposition of the 
meaning of the three mantras, 2) Tattvasahgraha, a short exposi¬ 
tion of the three tattvas, and 3) MOnikkamalai, explaining the role 
of the acarya. 7 

While NampiJJai and his disciples were lecturing and com¬ 
menting on the Alvars’ hymns in Srirangam, Na{atur Ammal 
(also known as Vatsya Varadacarya) and his disciples in Kanch 
were expounding and defending Visistadvaita Vedanta. Only four 
of the numerous works attributed to Natatur Ammal survive 
today, all in Sanskrit. His Prameyamala, Tattvanirnaya, and 
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Tattvasora deal with Vedanta and Nyaya. The views on prapatti 
and bhakti expounded in his Prapanna ParijOta depend heavily 
on PaficarStra authorities. This work seems to have had a major 
influence on Vedanta Desika’s doctrine of prapatti. 8 

One of Natatur AmmSl’s disciples was Atreya Ramanuja (also 
known as Kilarapi AppiUar), the guru and maternal uncle of 
Vedanta Desika. He won the title “Vadihathsa Sambuddha” for 
his skill in debate against Advaitins. His polemics were recorded 
in a work called NydyakuliSa. (GPP 3k p. 91) 

Natatur Ammal’s most prominent student was Sudarsana 
Suri, who seems to have returned to live in Srirangam after 
receiving his education in Kanchi. There he wrote Sanskrit com¬ 
mentaries on Ramanuja’s S>ribha?ya, Vedttrthasangraha, and 
Gadyas. Though not the first commentary on tiribhasya, Sudarsana 
Suri’s lucid ffrutaprakoiika soon eclipsed all others. 

From the mid-13th century through the time of Magavajama- 
muni, it seems that Kanchi had established itself as the Srivai$nava 
center for Sanskrit scholarship and Visistadvaita polemics. 
Srirangam, at the same time, was the locus for the interpretation 
of the A Wars’ hymns. This historical trend is clearly evident 
from the list of works written by the acaryas in each location. 
V. Rangachari, writing in the beginning of this century, was the 
first to note the different emphases of the Kanchi and Srirangam 
acaryas, beginning with Natatur Ammal, and to relate this 
development to the doctrinal dispute that surfaced during the 
time of Vedanta Desika. 9 

Scholars of Srivaisgavism have generally traced the origin of 
theTenkalai-Vatakalai schism to a breakup of the Ubhaya Vedanta 
synthesis when the northern school began giving relatively more 
importance to Sanskrit sources—the £> ribha$ya and/or dharma- 
sastra—while the southern school stressed the Tamil scriptures 
the Naldyira Divya Prabandham. 10 However, certain anomalies 
suggest that the doctrinal differences between the two schools 
cannot be satisfactorily explained by their differing emphases on 
Sanskrit vs. Tamil, Sribhasya vs. NalUyira Divya Prabandham, or 
dharmasastra vs. Naldyira Divya Prabandham. The Nalayira Divya 
Prabandham does not obviously support the Tenkalai position 
against that of the Vajakalai on most issues—at least not without 
a great deal of selective interpretation. The Srirangam acaryas 
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themselves admit that there are many passages in the Alvars’ 
hymns which seem at variance with their views. 11 The Srirangam 
ScSryas seem to make more use of the Sanskrit epics and puiagas 
than do the Kanchi acaryas. Pancaratra scriptures are quoted 
frequently by both schools; they figure more prominently in the 
disputed issues than dharmasastra per se and at least as pro¬ 
minently as the Sribhasya. 

What needs to be brought out is that the Srirangam Icaryas' 
specialization in Tamil and the Kanchi acaryas’ specialization in 
Sanskrit is much more than a difference in preference for sources. 
The interpretation of the Alvars’ hymns in oral discourse and 
written commentaries, as it developed in Srirangam, was an 
enterprise with far different aims and rhetorical techniques than the 
exposition and defense of Ramanuja’s Visi$iadvaita going on in 
Kanchi. To appreciate this difference, and to understand how 
these two specializations developed, demands an appreciation of 
the peculiar social, historical and religious backgrounds of Kanchi- 
puram and Srirangam in the 12th and 13th centuries. 

The town of Srirangam, today as in this earlier period, is 
dominated by the figure of the RafiganStha temple. During the 
medieval period, the temple itself seems to have been controlled by 
a powerful clientele of non-brahmin, landholding devotees. 12 
According to tradition, it was Natbamuni. Yamuna, and Ramanuja 
who managed to win influence and leadership for the Srlvai§nava 
brahmin community by their support for the recitation of the 
Alvars’ hymns, the more liberal Pancaratra method of worship, 
and participation of Sudras in the liturgical life of the temple. It 
was Nathamuni’s disciples who helped popularize the Nalayira 
Divya Prabhandham which their acarya had collected and set to 
music. The Srirangam temple was the first major Vai§t>ava shrine 
to incorporate the singing of the Alvars’ hymns into its liturgy. 
Yamuna and Ramanuja are said to have given discourses on the 
Nalayira Divya Prabhandham to gatherings of devotees—a tradition 
which continues to this day. The lectures held in the temple or in 
nearby ma{hs drew an audience from across the Srivai§gava 
community, including women, children and sudras unqualified for 
the study of Sanskrit scriptures. The main purpose of these lectures 
or "sermons” was to bring out the beauty and religious themes of 
the Nalayira Divya Prabandham as a source of devotional inspiration 
for the entire Vai$gava community. 
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The Srirangam acaryas’ roots in this kind of oral, “preaching 
tradition made for certain tendencies in style and method which 
show up even in their written works. They used exaggeration and 
hyperbole to capture the audience’s attention and bring out the 
literary beauty and dramatic appeal of the hymns. They tended to 
illustrate doctrinal points with everyday analogies and references 
to popular legends from the epics and puraijas rather than citations 
of the Vedas and sastras. Since they were addressing a friendly 
and sympathetic audience within the community, there was a 
relaxed atmosphere in which different views and interpretations 
could be tolerated. 

Kanchi, by contrast, had a much more cosmopolitan 
atmosphere than Srirangam in the medieval period. It was an 
important center for trade and culture, and for all schools of 
Sanskrit philosophy. In the vicinity of Kanchipuram were major 
Buddhist and Jain monasteries; Saiva and Jain temples; mathas 
with prominent scholars of Vedanta, Mimamsa, and Nyaya ; and 
a large population of Smarta brahmins. (Ramanuja himself, a 
Smarta, had studied Bhedabheda Vedanta under Yadavaprakasa in 
Kanchi.) Throughout the medieval period, the Kanchi temples 
and groups of orthodox brahmins had received substantial 
patronage from rulers interested in promoting Vedic culture and 
learning. 13 While the Sanskritic tradition in Kanchi goes far 
back, it was only in Ramanuja’s time that the Varadaraja temple 
incorporated the Alvars’ hymns into some of its rituals. In this 
intellectual environment, the Kanchi J>rivai§gavas were constantly 
being called to debate by intellectuals of rival schools with training 
in Advaita and Bhedabheda Vedanta, DharmasSstra, Buddhist and 
Hindu logic, Mimamsa, Yoga, and the like. Their teaching and 
writing were aimed at training qualified candidates for defending 
Visistadvaita Vedanta and Srivaisnava practice against challenges 
by these rival systems. Their pupils were thus necessarily limited 
to the intellectual elite—brahmins well-educated in Veda and 
sastra. The Kanchi acaryas’ involvement with debate and 
apologetics led them to support and defend their doctrines with 
authoritative scripture and rigorous logic. They had to carefully 
define and defend their views, avoiding all excesses in expression 
which could be attacked by an opponent. The arguments and 
objections of those holding opposing views had to be anticipated 
and refuted by appeal to the pramanas. 
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At first the relationship between these two specialized 
enterprises within the Srivai$pava tradition was complementary, 
not competitive. Both the Alvar’s hymns and Visi$(advaita 
Vedanta are essential to the Srivai$$ava system. Every religious 
movement needs its popular preachers as well as its systematic 
theologians and apologists, just as every political movement needs 
its public orators as well as its statesmen and diplomats. But it is 
easy to see that the differences in values, aims, and methods 
involved in these two enterprises could breed conflict if the gap 
between them were to become too wide. In the next historical 
period, the differences between the interpreters of the Nalttyira 
Divya Prabandham and the defenders of Visi$(&dvaita Vedanta, 
exaggerated by geographical separation, began manifesting in 
actual doctrinal differences between the Kanchi and Srirangam 
schools. 

C. VEDANTA DESlKA’S LIFE AND TIMES (1270-1369) 

The deaths of Na{atur Amma} (c. 1275) and Vatakku Tiruviti 
Pillai (c. 1264) bring this first major historical period in post- 
Ramanuja Srivaisnavism to a close. The next period (1270-1440), 
covering the lifetimes of Vedanta Desika and ManavalamSmuni, 
opens with the peak of the writing careers of the second generation 
of Srirangam acaryas after NampiJJai. Following Periyavaccan 
Pillai. the Srirangam school began producing independent 
doctrinal works in MaijipravaJa called rahasyas (since they were 
usually in the form of treatises on the three mantras or rahasyas ) 
as well as Manipravaja commentaries on the Nalayira Divya 
Prabandham and on Sanskrit works. 

Vatakku Tiruviti PiJlai’s two sons, Pillai LokScarya (c. 1205- 
1311) and Alakiyamaijavala PerumaJ NSyanar (c. 1207-1309) were 
the most prominent Srivaisoava scholars in Srirangam at the 
end ot the 13th century. PilJai Lokacarya’s eighteen independent 
works in Mapipravaja (the Aftadaia Rahasyas) included several 
treatises on the three mantras ( Mumukfuppati , Parantapati, 
Sriyahpatippati, and others), one on the three tattvas (Tattvatraya), 
and his most famous Srivacana Bhu$apa. His younger brother, 
noted for his mastery of the Nalayira Divya Prabandham, had a 
unique writing style infused with phrases from the Alvar’s hymns. 


2 
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He wrote a treatise on the three mantras (Arulicc'iyal Rahasya) 
and commentaries on several hymns from the Nalayira Divya 
Prabandham. The Acarya Hr day a, his major work interpreting 
and defending the importance of Nammaivar’s thought, seems to 
have stirred controversy for its radical statements decrying 
varpatramadharma and affirming the absolute spontaneity of the 
Lord’s saving grace (nirhetukakrpa). Many of the doctrines of 
Acdrya Hrdaya and tfrivacana Bhusana were criticised by Vedanta 
Desika in his major work, Rahasyatrayasara. Both these works 
were extremely influential in shaping the thought of Mapavajama- 
muni, who wrote commentaries on them. 

About the same time, Periyavaccan PiUai’s nephew and 
adopted son, Nayanar Accan Pillai, wrote an extensive com¬ 
mentary on Yamuna’s Catuiiloki, an exlaboration of his father’s 
Tattvasangraha, and several other independent treatises in Mani- 
pravaja. His exposition of the nature of the Goddess Sri drew 
criticism from Vedanta Desika. Nayanar Accan PilJai’s disciple 
Vadikesari AlakiyamatjavaJa PerumaJ Jiyar (1242-1350?) wrote 
a commentary in 12,000 granthas on Tiruvaymoli. 

As these acaryas were lecturing and writing in Srirangam, 
Vedanta Desika (b. 1269) was being educated in Kanchi under the 
tutelage of Atreya Ramanuja (Kitampi AppiUar). He completed 
his education in his twentieth year and married. Following the 
death of his guru (c. 1290-95), he spent some years based in 
Tiruvahlndrapuram. During this time he went on several 
pilgrimages ( GPP 3k pp. 94-103) and wrote some of his first 
literary works—devotional stotras and verses in Sanskrit, Tamil, 
and Prakrit. The chronology of Desika’s life is difficult to 
reconstruct from present sources, but it seems that around the 
end of the century he moved to Srirangam (c. 1295-1305). 14 The 
Vatakalai GuruparamparO Prabhavam says this event was occasioned 
by an Advaitin’s challenge to debate which the aging Sudarsana 
Suri did not feel up to accepting. (GPP 3k pp. 104-6) Vedanta 
Desika accepted the challenge, won the debate, and recorded his 
arguments in his 3atadu$aQa —the hundred criticisms of the 
Advaita system. 

The move to Srirangam is significant, for it brought Vedanta 
Desika—the star pupil of the Kanchi school, with his polemic, 
skills and extensive education in Vedanta and slstra—into dialogue 
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with the acaryas of the Srirangam school. Desika spent most of 
the next ten or fifteen years in Srirangam producing some of the 
most important works of his long and prolific career. A few of 
his more notable works which probably date from the first quarter 
of the 14th century are : 

1) Nik$eparak$a and PatlcaratraraksO, apologetic works in 
Sanskrit defending the doctrine of prapatti and the authority of 
Pancaratra against external critics ; 

2) Sanskrit commentaries on Yamuna’s Stotraratna, Catui- 
iloki and Gitdrtha Sangraha, and on Ramanuja’s Gita Bha$ya and 
Gadyas-, 

3) Adhikarana SarOvali and Tattvamuktakalapa, summarizing 
Visi§ladvaita philosophy in Sanskrit verse; 

4) NyOyasiddhahjana and Seivaramimamsa (“Theistic 
Mimathsa”), Sanskrit works which adapt Nyaya and Mimamsa to 
the principles of Visi§(advaita Vedanta ; 

5) A number of paired Magipravaja rahasyas (collectively 
known as the Amjtaraiijani Rahasyas) that explain the three 
mantras and tattvas. These are graded from simple to complex to 
form a kind of graduated textbook series on Srivaisijava doctrine. 
They are prefaced by Sampradaya Pariiuddhi, an essay on the 
purity of the Srlvai§pava tradition. 

Vedanta Desika’s familiarity with the views of the Srirangam 
5c8ryas is obvious from the many criticisms of their doctrines 
found in the works he wrote from this time on. His commentaries 
on Yamuna’s stotras and Ramanuja’s Gadyas take issue with the 
interpretation of Periyavaccan PiJJai and his nephew on certain 
points. 16 Desika’s major Maijipravala work, RahasyatrayasOra, 
though written later in life, clearly takes issue with statements 
made by PiJlai Lokacarya and his brother on many points of 
doctrine and practice. 

We may only speculate on the exact nature of the interaction 
between the Srirangam acaryas and Vedanta Desika. However, it 
is sure that all dialogue came to an abrupt end with the Muslim 
invasion of Srirangam. Historians have not been able to determine 
which Muslim incursion into South India was responsible for 
this event. Various dates are given—1311, 1323, 1327—and no 
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one date can reconcile all the available data. 18 It is possible that 
there were two invasions which have been collapsed into one 
narrative by the Srivai$oava historians. The account related with 
minor variations in YatindraprOvana PrabhOvam, the Vatakalai 
GuruparamparH Prabhdvam, and Koyil Oluku is dramatic. 17 
Sudarsana Suri seems to have been killed in the battle or shortly 
thereafter. Vedanta Desika narrowly escaped the same fate by 
hiding among the dead bodies. He heroically rescued the 
manuscript of the tfribhasya and Oruiaprakaiika and fled 
northward to Satyamangalam and Melkote with Sudarsana Suri’s 
two sons. Pillai Lokacarya, accompanying the priests carrying 
the processional image of Ranganatha, died enroute. Apparently 
his younger brother had passed away a few years before, while 
Nayanar Accan Pillai died a few years later. 

According to Koyil Oluku, the suspension of worship in 
Srirangam and the exile of the deity lasted nearly sixty years. 
During this time the party carrying the idol travelled in a great 
circle around the Tamil country, proceeding first southwest to 
Tirumaliruncolai near Madurai, and on to the Kerala coast. They 
then moved northeast to Tirupati, and south to Cenji (near 
Villipuram) and Simhanarayagapuram, where they obtained the 
protection of the Chieftain Gopanarya. Back in Srirangam, a 
brahmin and a devadasi ingratiated themselves with the Muslim 
rulers and managed to prevent the total destruction of the temple. 18 
Gopanarya succeeded in driving out the Muslims and rededicating 
the temple in 1369, leaving an inscription to that effect. 
(KO pp. 130-35). 

Vedanta Desika’s exile in Satyamangalam and Melkote with 
his chief disciples, his son and Brahmatantra Svatantra Jlyar, 
probably did not last more than twenty-five years. No doubt 
many of his philosophical and literary works were written during 
this time. According to tradition, his last few years were spent in 
Srirangam. The Guruparampara PrabhOvam 3,000 claims he 
composed the verse inscription commemorating the return of the 
idol and rededication of the temple under Gopanarya. 19 His last 
works written in Srirangam include the RahasyatrayasOra, his 
magnum opus on 5>rlvai?gava doctrine, and its sequel, the Virodha 
Parihdram. 
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Vedfinta Desika was well known in the Vijayanagar realm as 
one of the most prominent scholars of his time. 20 In his literary 
career which spanned one of the most eventful periods in 
Srivai§pava history, he wrote some 120 works in nearly ail genres 
of literature and on practically every aspect of philosophy known 
in his time. 21 His victories in philosophical debate and literary 
contests earned him the titles of Sarvatantra Svatantra, “master of 
all disciplines”, and Kavitarkika Simha, “lion among poets and 
logicians.” 22 He was equally skilled in the mediums of Sanskrit 
or Tamil, verse or prose, literature or philosophy. His more 
prominent works are philosophical texts in prose and verse which 
either summarily or extensively expound the Visistadvaita system 
of Ramanuja and defend it against Advaitins and other critics. 
His voluminous Maijipravala rahasya works expound the meanings 
of the tattvas and mantras and many other topics of Srivai§gava 
doctrine in varying degrees of detail and difficulty to make 
authoritative truth available to the entire community. 23 

Though primarily a Vedantic philosopher and Srivaijnava 
theologian, he was nonetheless a master of Sanskrit and Tamil 
literature, and a scholar of the NBlByira Divya Prabandham. 
Though he may not have written any Mapipravaja commentary on 
the Alvars’ hymns in the style of the Srirangam acaryas 24 , he did 
compose two Sanskrit summaries of the Tiruvaymoli, the Dramido 
panisatsOra and TatpBrya RatnOvali. He wrote many Sanskrit 
stotras and Tamil verses in which expressions of devotion to the 
many forms of Narayana and his consort are interwoven with 
articulations of Srivai§nava doctrine. Other literary works include 
an allegorical religious drama ( Sankalpa Suryodaya ), two major 
kdvyas on mythological and literary themes (Yadavabhyuddaya 
Hamsa Sandeia), and even such novelties as poem pictures and 
word puzzles (the Citrapaddhati Sthabandhavinyasa). 

By his own claim, he gave a complete series of lectures 
covering the Sribhttsya over thirty times in his life. 28 He partici¬ 
pated in numerous public philosophical debates—especially with 
Advaitins. However, he does not seem to have attracted a popular 
following through reqular public discourses, nor does he seem to 
have been very active in temple affairs in any of the places he lived. 
According to the Vatakalai GuruparamparB PrabhBvam , it was his 
two chief disciples, N&yanar AcSrya (his son) and Brahmatantra 
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Svatantra Jlyar (founder of the ParSkala Math), who collected and 
popularized his works after his death and established his worship 
in numerous temples. (GPP3k pp. 145-151). 

Though VedSnta Desika’s works are openly critical of many 
statements and interpretations made by the Srirangam acSryas, it is 
obvious that his aim is not to banish their doctrines as outright 
heresies. He tries to refine and reinterpret their statements, 
restricting their exaggerations, so as to reconcile their views with 
the whole of Srivai$nava doctrine and tradition as he saw it. 
Desika shows no interest in founding a separate sect or in forcing 
a doctrinal schism within the tradition. In his Sampradaya 
PariSuddhi he affirms that it is impossible for any actual contradic¬ 
tion in doctrine or practice to arise within the Srivai$uava tradition: 
“Nowhere in the tradition of the disciples of the Bhasyakara 
[Ramanuja] is there any contradiction in meaning ; there are only 
differences in expression and interpretation ( vakyayojana ).” 2 ® As 
for apparent contradictions in doctrine, he declares that they are to 
be resolved by determining the specific intention of the author in 
each context. Differences in practice may be seen as alternative 
methods stipulated for individuals with different qualifications. 27 

D. MANAVA^AMAMUNl’S LIFE AND WORKS 

In 1370, within a year of Vedanta Desika’s death and the 
rededication of the Srirangam temple, Alakiyamapavaja Perumal 
(later to be known as ManavalamSmuni) was born in AlvSr 
Tirunagari, Nammalvar’s birthplace in present-day Tirunelveli 
district. Soon after his birth, according to Yatindrapravana Pra- 
bhavam, his father Annar (Tikalakkitantan TirunSvirutaiyapirSn 
Tatar Angar) moved the family to his wife’s home village in 
Cikkil Kilaram. There he gave his son a basic education in the 
teachings of the Alvars and Srlvaispava doctrine (the rahasyas) 
and arranged a marriage for him before he died. 28 

As a young householder, Alakiyamapavaja Perumal then 
moved back to AlvSr Tirunagari and took as his scarya a 
prominent scholar of the Tiruvaymoli, Tirumalai A Ivan (also 
known as Tiruvaymoli Pi|Jai). 29 Yatindrapravana Prabhavam 
relates that Tirumalai AlvSn had taken refuge at the feet of 
Pillai LokScarya himself as a small boy and had studied the 
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Naldyira Divya Prabandham, Itu, and the rahasya doctrines with 
several of LokacSrya’s disciples after their dispersion following 
the Muslim invasion. 80 

According to the Yatindrapravapa Prabhdvam, Manav5Jama- 
muni’s devotion to the shrines of Nammalv&r and Ramanuja and 
to his own acarya grew as he studied the Alvars’ hymns and 
rahasyas in Alvar Tirunagari. During this time he composed his 
first work, Yatiraja Vimiati, twenty Sanskrit stanzas in praise of 
Ramanuja, and fathered a son whom he named Ramanuja. 81 
Tirumalai Alvan’s final exhortation to his foremost disciple, as 
recorded by Yatindrapravapa Prabhdvam, is interesting (though 
probably spurious). Matjavalamamuni was told to spend his time 
teaching and discoursing on the hymns of the Alvars, especially 
Tiruvdymoli, to give only cursory attention to the Sanskrit sources 
and Sribhdsya (which he should study “only once”) and to live 
in Srirangam “like our elders.” 82 After his guru’s death (c. 1410), 
just a little over a century after Vedanta Desika’s move southward 
to Srirangam, Manavalamamuni headed north to Srirangam with 
his co-disciple Ramanuja Jiyar (later to be known as Vagamamalai 
Jiyar). 88 

Yatindrapravana Prabhdvam relates that Manavalamamuni was 
well received by the Srlvaisnava community. 84 After some initial 
friction with the Uttama Nampi who was in charge of temple 
administration, Manavalamamuni instituted some reforms in the 
distribution of honors much as Ramanuja did. 86 He conducted 
research on the manuscripts of the rahasya works of the previous 
acaryas, having them restored and recopied. Soon there after he 
set out on pilgrimage to Tirumalai, Kanchi and Sriperumbudur. 

Manavalamamuni stayed for a few months in Kanchi studying 
Sribhdsya with Kitampi Nayanar, a descendent of Vedanta 
Desika’s guru and a disciple of Desika’s loyal follower, Brahma- 
tantra Svatantra Jiyar. This incident seems to confirm that 
Kanchipuram at this time was the recognized center of Vedantic 
learning among Srivaisnavas. The extent and significance of 
Manavalamamuni’s connection with Vedanta Desika’s lineage, as 
suggested by this incident, is variously interpreted by later Tenkalai 
and Vatakalai accounts. 86 

Upon returning to Srirangam, we are told that MapavSlamS- 
muni renounced his householder status and became a sannyosi 
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because he found that observing pollution conventions due to his 
family ties was interfering with his worship of Rahganatha. 37 
He began giving discourses on the Alvars’ hymns and gathering a 
flock of disciples. The Yatindrapravana Prabhavam account brings 
out his deep reverence for the previous acaryas of Srirangam. It 
is Ramanuja’s old math that he took over and renovated for his 
activities. He brought clay from the floor of PiJlai LokScarya’s 
house to consecrate it, and named the hall “Tirumalai Alvan” 
after his own guru. In addition, he ordered an idol of PiJlai 
Lokacarya to be set up in the Srirangam temple. 38 

Winning the allegiance of Kantajai Aptian and his entire 
family was Mapavalamamuni’s most important step in establishing 
himself in Srirangam. 39 Not long after, we are told that Prativadi 
Bhayankara Anpa became his follower. This association is also 
disputed because of its implications for the relationship between 
Manavajamamuni and Vedanta Desika. Periya Tirumuti Ataivu 
lists Prativadi Bhayankara Anna as one of the Astadiggajas or 
eight chief disciples of Mapavalamamuni, while naming Vedanta 
Desika’s son as the one who initiated Appa (administered 
paflcasamskara) and taught him the &ribha?ya. (PTA p. 605, 607) 
Indeed, Prativadi Bhayankara Appa is credited with eulogies to 
both Vedanta Desika and Mapavalamamuni. 40 

At this point in the narrative (perhaps a few years after he 
originally came to Srirangam, c. 1420), the Yatindrapravapa 
Prabhdvam reports that Mapavalamamuni returned to Alvar 
Tirunagari to visit the sacred shrines and give discourses on the 
Alvars and rahasyas. While lecturing on Acarya Hfdaya he had 
trouble interpreting a certain verse. ( AcHf 22) Those in the 
audience recommended that he consult Tirunarayapapurattay, with 
whom his own acarya had studied at one time. So he started out 
to Melkote to visit him. But Ay, who had heard of Mapavala¬ 
mamuni’s erudition, had already embarked southward to see him. 
They met just outside of Alvar Tirunagari. Mapavalamamuni 
brought him back to his home and studied the secret meanings of 
Acarya Hfdaya with him for some time 41 Meanwhile, through 
some prominent and wealthy disciples, Mapavalamamuni saw to 
the renovation of several temples near Alvar Tirunagari. 

Soon after returning to Srirangam, he made another important 
convert, Erumpi Appa, who became his most loyal supporter. 
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Through him he gained several other disciples, notably AppiJlai 
and AppiUSn. 42 

Around 1430 MaijavaJamamuni conducted a one-year lecture 
series on the Tiruvaymoli according to all five commentaries, witl) 
special reference to the / tu. 48 Yati ndrapra van a Prabhttvam reports 
that during one of these lectures a small boy stepped forward ancl 
utttered the verse that became known as Manavalamkmuni’s 
taniyan : 

srisailesadaySpatram dibhaktyadigupirpavam „ 

yatindrapravanam vande ramyajSmitaram rounim. 

This was interpreted by the audience as a proclamation by 
RanganStha himself speaking through the boy. The Yatindrapravana 
Prabhttvam tells how the Lord simultaneously revealed this verse 
through the arcakas at Tirupati and Alakar Koyih 44 - 

After this, Yatindrapravana Prabhttvam reports that MaijavSla* 
mamuni began composing his Manipravaja commentaries on the 
works of earlier scaryas, namely : 1) PiUai LokScftrya’s Srivticana 
Bhusana, Tattvatraya, Rahasyatraya (now called Mumukfuppatt ) 
2) TiruvaranghttamutanSr’s Ramanuja Nurrantati, and 3) Arulala 
Perumal Emperumanar’s Jhttnasttra and Prameyasttra. He also 
composed 1) Tiruvaymoli Nurrantati , a Tamil poem praising 
Nammalvar’s major work, 2) Upadeia Ratnamttlai, which gives his 
view of the guruparampartt of the Alvars’ teachings, and 3) the 
Tiruvttrttdhanakrama, a ManipravSla work modeled on the Sanskrit 
Nityagranthas of Ramanuja and Nanjlyar. In addition, hecollected 
the Prarnttnatiratfu or source documentation and cross-referencing 
for the I tu, Srivacana Bhusana and Tattvatraya. 45 

Yatindrapravana Prabhttvam records one more extensive 
pilgrimage of ManavaJamSmuni involving many miscellaneous 
incidents with his chief disciples—Erumpi Appa, Vagamsmalai 
Jlyar, Kantatai Annan, and Bhattar PirSn Jiyar. He proceeded* 
north to Tirumalai, and then south to Madurai and Alvar 
Tirunagari. A local chieftain in Madurai, Mahabalivananatharayan, 
became his devotee and gave Manavajamamuni a village which he 
renamed Alakiyamanavaja Naliir. 48 After his return to Srirangam, 
a dispute over temple control arose between the Saivas and : 
Vaisnavas at Alakar Koyil. This ruler seems to have been instru¬ 
mental in settling the dispute in favor of the Vaisnavas and 
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Manavalamamuni’s appointee there, Etiraja Jiyar. He subsequently 
endowed many services at the temple. 47 

While Yattndrapravana Prabhavam does not reveal the order or 
particular circumstances under which Magavalamamuni wrote the 
Tamil and MagipravS }a works listed above, it does describe the 
composition of his last three works. After discovering that part of 
Periyav5cc5n PiUai’s commentary on Periyalvar Tirumoli was 
missing, he sent word to Tiruppanalvar Tatar Nayanar in Alvar 
Tirunagari to come and help him write a commentary for the 
missing section (the first four decades). 48 By the time this was 
completed, Manavalamamuni’s health was failing ; yet with great 
difficulty he undertook his commentary on Acarya Hjdaya, “for 
the sake of future generations.” 49 When he became too feeble to 
worship at the temple, he started dictating one Tamil stanza a day 
expressing to Ramanuja his anguish (arti) at staying in this world 
and his eagerness to reach Vaikuotha. 80 These collected verses 
became known as the Arti Prabandham, his final work. 

Yattndrapravana Prabhavam recounts at length the last days of 
the great saint. Calling all his disciples together, he asked their 
forgiveness for any past offenses he may have committed against 
them. They in turn also begged his pardon for any offenses on 
their part. Manavalamamuni’s final teaching or last support 
(tahcam) was given to Appillan and his own grandson Jiyar 
Nayanar : to serve Ranganatha without fail and to try diligently 
to live in harmony with all Srivai?i?avas. After ceding all his 
remaining books, images, and property to Lord Ranganatha, he 
passed away. His death was deeply mourned by his disciples and 
all the people of Srirangam. 81 

Yatindrapravapa Prabhavam includes a versified list of Manavala¬ 
mamuni’s chief disciples, the Asladiggajas or “elephants of the 
eight directions” : Vaijamamalai Jiyar, Bhattar Piran Jiyar, 
Tiruvenkata Jiyar, Koyil Kantatai Annan, Prativadi Bhayankara 
Anna, Eiumpi Appa, AppiJlai, AppiUan. 82 In both the Tamil 
and Telugu editions, however, the list is discontinuous with the 
narrative, and there is no reference to Manav5lam3muni actually 
appointing these disciples to such a title. 88 We may assume that 
this designation of the Astadiggajas arose some time after 
Manavajamamuni’s death. 

While Manavalamamuni is commonly considered to be the 
the founder of the Tenkalai sampradaya, there is no evidence from 



19 


Introduction and Historical Survey 


his own works that he considered himself a leader or partisan of 
any sectarian movement within Srivaisnavism. He did attract a 
large retinue of disciples who spread out over Tamil Nadu after 
his death and gained more followers in his name. As a result of 
the respect and devotion of these followers, he was deified as an 
incarnation of Adisesa and a reincarnation of Ramanuja within 
two or three generations after his death. 54 This is a major theme 
of Yatindraprava(ia Prabhdvam. Magavalamamuni’s involvement 
in temple renovation and administration in Srirangam and elsewhere 
is fairly well documented, and seems to have been a function of his 
general popularity and influence. The political situation of. the 
time was one which encouraged connections between religious 
leaders, temples, local rulers and landowners. 55 The sectarian 
accounts in Yatindrapravana Prabhdvam and the Valakalai Guru- 
par ampar a Prabhdvam (especially the latter) show Magavalamamuni 
and his followers vying with Vedanta Desika’s supporters for 
temple control throughout South India. This is surely an ana¬ 
chronism. The polarization of the Srivaisgava community into 
two rival camps following Magavalamamuni and Vedanta Desika, 
and the subsequent battle for temple control, did not develop until 
several generations after Magavalamamuni. These sectarian 
hagiographies of the 17th and 18th centuries have no doubt read 
their own social context back into Manavalamamuni’s lifetime. 

Given Magavalamamuni’s historical position, it is understand¬ 
able show he came to be considered the founder of the Tenkalai 
sect, even if that was not his intention. He revived, reinterpreted, 
and popularized the teachings of the former Srirangam acaryas 
after that tradition had been dispersed during the Muslim 
occupation and criticized by Vedanta Desika. But he accomplished 
this task not by openly challenging other doctrines but by eloquently 
expounding the message of the A lvars and the Srirangam acaryas 
for the entire Jlrivaisnava community. In so doing he inspired the 
devotion and loyalty of many prominent Srivai§nava families, who 
passed on their respect for him to subsequent generations. Even 
if that loyalty eventually resulted in rivalry with the followers of 
Vedanta Desika, the Tenkalai tradition admits that Magavaja- 
rnsmum had no part in the conflict. His mild-mannered nature, 
his inability to bear any kind of dispute or discord, and his 
insistence that the utmost respect is to be given to all J>rivai$gavas— 



20 


The rlvaiwava Theological Dispute... 


these characteristics are well-remembered by the tradition and 
evident in his writings. 

Magavajamamuni is familiar with some of the works of 
Vedanta Desika, referring to him as the “ abhiyuktar ” or ‘'respected 
one.” He even quotes a few passages from Rahasyatrayasara 
which eloquently express philosophical points not disputed by the 
Srirangam tradition. (TaTr 39) Though Vedanta Desika clearly 
criticises doctrines explained in Sfrivacana Bhu?ana and AcOrya 
Hfdaya (without directly quoting them) Magavajamamuni never 
mentions these criticisms—let alone refutes them—in commenting 
on those passages. Rather, Magavajamamuni is concerned with 
faithfully explicating the author’s intended meaning, illustrating it 
with analogies and examples to make its message clear and lively 
for his audience, and substantiating it with scripture or references 
to other works by the acSryas where applicable. 

While it is difficult to find instances where Desika’s criticism 
has had an impact on Magavajamamuni’s exegesis, Desika’s 
purvapak$ins often confirm Magav a jama muni’s faithfulness to his 
tradition. In refuting some doctrinal point which has been 
cryptically stated in S 'rlvacana Bhusana or AcOrya Hrdaya, it often 
seems that Desika is directly attacking the same view that is clearly 
stated only in Magavajamamuni’s commentary, written nearly a 
century later. (Consequently, in the following chapters, Magavaja- 
msmuni’s views will be presented before those of Vedanta Desika.) 
This apparent anachronism is explained by noting that these terse 
rahasya texts are taught by an acarya to a disciple with a body o 
oral explanation for each statement. Thus we may be confident 
that the traditional explanation which Vedanta Desika heard and 
tried to refute is substantially the same one Magavajamamuni 
learned from his teacher and tried to replicate in his commentary. 6 ® 

Magavajamamuni contributed to S>rivai§gavism not by 
formulating original doctrines but by successfully explicating and 
popularizing the teachings of the Srirangam tradition. One would 
be hard pressed to find a doctrine in Magavajamamuni’s works 
which does not occur—at least germinally—in the works of his 
predecessors He draws most heavily on the rahasyas of Pillai 
Lokacarya and his brother, the Ifu, and the works of Periyavacctn 
Pijjai and his nephew. Magavajamamuni saw himself not as a 
master of disputation, sectarian leader, or original theologian but 
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as a mouthpiece of the Srirangam icaryas, interpreting their 
message for his generation and those to follow. 

His choice of works on which to write commentaries is 
evidence for how he saw his mission. He commented on three of 
the more cryptic and difficult works of PilJai Lokttcarya. Yatindra- 
pravapa Prabhavam records that he undertook the commentary on 
P'iriyalvar TirumoU to correct the loss of part of Periyavaccan 
Pillai’s commentary ; he wrote his commentary on the difficult 
Acarya Hydaya in order to save its meaning for future generations. 57 
His dedication to popularizing the truths of his tradition shines 
forth in the introductions to all his commentaries, where he never 
fails to praise the Alvars and/or the acaryas for writing these truths 
in a language and style that could be understood even by the 
uneducated and by women and children, so that they may also be 
uplifted. ( AcHr , Mumu, JS, PS introductions). 

The introduction to his Tattvatraya commentary provides a 
revealing glimpse of Manavajamamuni’s perspective on his 
doctrinal heritage and the continuity of his own teaching and 
writing with that of the earlier acaryas of his tradition. Noting 
that there are other earlier works by Natuvil Tiruvlti PiJlai Bhattar 
and [NayanSr?] Accan PilJai dealing with the three tattvas, he asks : 
Why did so many people who are devoid of 
egoism, devoted to the welfare of others, and 
without need for fame, gain, etc. compose works 
[of the same nature] ? Wouldn’t it be more 
proper for them to maintain the works already 
written ? If this be asked [we reply as follows]: 

Since all the many Alvars spoke with one voice, 
the truths they revealed have attained authority. 
Similarly, this [composition of many similar 
works by various acaryas] has been done in order 
that dull-witted people might have faith that the 
truth revealed by the many ScSryas is of one 
voice. Moreover, any ideas which may be unclear 
in some places will be clear in other places, due 
to the particular manner of expression and 
[whether or not treatment is] concise or elabo¬ 
rate, much as with the individual works of a 
single author. ( TaTr introduction). 
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E. HOW MANAVAEAMAMUNI AND VEDANTA DESlKA 
VrEW THEIR TRADITION 

Though neither Maijavalamamuni nor Vedanta Desika saw 
himself as the founder of a separate Saivaisjjava sub-sect, it is 
clear that they valued and identified with different aspects of the 
Srivaispava heritage. Their views of that heritage confirm the 
subtle polarization of the Srivaisnava tradition into the Srirangam 
and Kanchi schools : the former focusing on the interpretation 
and popularization of the Nalayira Divya Prabandham, the latter 
emphasizing the sastric heritage and the defense of Visistadvaita 
Vedanta. 

Mnnavajamamuni’s Upadeia Ratnamolai, “the necklace of 
precepts” is a Tamil poem of seventy-three stanzas summarizing 
the highlights of the Srivaisnava heritage and its history. The 
weight he gives to the Alvars and their interpreters confirms his 
affinity with the Srirangam tradition and its mission After 
invoking his own acarya, Tirumalai Alvan, he relates the sequence 
of the Alvars, tells of the glory of their birthdays and birth-places, 
and acknowledges Nathamuni and Ramanuja for compiling and 
popularizing their teachings. {UR vv. 1 -38) The middle section of 
the poem extols the five commentaries on the Tiruvaymoli and 
other commentaries on the Nalayira Divya Prabandham, expressing 
gratitude to the acaryas who wrote them. {UR vv. 39-51) Eight 
entire verses are devoted to praising PilJai Lokacarya’s Sfrivacana 
Bhusana. {UR vv. 52-59) The final section exhorts devotion to 
one’s acarya and faithfulness in following the wisdom and practice 
of the tradition. {UR vv. 60-73). 

Clearly Manavajamamuni’s emphasis is on the tradition of the 
Alvars and the Srirangam acaryas who interpreted their works ; 
there is no reference to Vedanta or the Sanskrit sastras. Even 
Ramanuja is mentioned only for his service in popularizing the 
message of the Aivars. This view of Ramanuja’s importance is 
reinforced by Manavalamamuni’s Yatiraja Virhiati, Arti 
Prabandham, and Ramanuja Nurrantati commentary. In these 
works Ramanuja is praised far more for his devotion to Nammalvar 
and Ranganatha than for his achievement in establishing 
Visistadvaita Vedanta. 
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Vedanta Desika reveals his view of the 3rlvaispava tradition 
in the GuruparamparOsOra, which forms an introductory chapter to 
his RahasyatrayasOra. He begins by recounting how the Lord 
revealed the spiritual tradition through Brahma, the /jis, and 
Vyasa—that is, in the Veda, Pancaratra, epics and Brahmasutras. 
(RTS 1 : pp. 20-22) He explains how the Lord first manifested 
Himself in the ten avatSras, and then took the form of ten new 
avataras, the Alvars, to reveal the essence of the Veda in a form 
accessible to all. 58 ( RTS 1 : pp. 23-28) In spite of this reference 
to the Alvars, the rest of GuruparamparOsOra shows that Desika 
gives primary importance to the Srivai§nava heritage of Sanskrit 
philosophy. He gives a detailed list of the Sanskrit works of the 
early Scaryas on Vedanta, Ny5ya, Pancaratra, and Yoga. He 
shows how the continuity of the tradition was preserved as the 
early teachings passed from Nathamuni and Yamuna, through 
their disciples, to culminate in Ramanuja’s nine works. ( RTS 1 : 
pp. 28-32) Vedanta Desika’s view of Ramanuja’s importance, as 
expressed here and in his Yatiraja Saptati (a stotra praising 
Ramanuja) contrasts strikingly with that of Mapavaiamamuni. 
Above all, Ramanuja is lauded for establishing the Visistadvaita 
interpretation of the Brahma Sutras and defeating the doctrines 
of the Advaita school. 

After declaring that “each person should learn the disciples 
who resorted to his [Ramanuja’s] feet in the manner of his own 
particular tradition,” (RTS 1 : p. 32) the GuruparamparOsara 
concludes (much like Upadeia RatnamOlai) with an exposition on 
the importance of honoring one’s acarya and his lineage. (RTS 1 : 
pp. 33-37) When Desika pays homage to his own acarya, he often 
alludes to the tradition flowing from the “kitchen of Ramanuja.” 69 
This is a reference to Ramanuja’s cook, Kitampi Accan, the great¬ 
grandfather of Desika’s own acarya, Kitampi Appier of Kanchi. 

Mapavalamamuni and Vedanta Desika’s distinctive perspecti¬ 
ves on their tradition must be clearly distanced from the rivalry 
between the Tenkalai and Vatakalai guruparamparOs that erupted 
in the period of sectarian schism. From the 17th century on, the 
two groups argued over the relative authority of two lineages of 
5c8ryas after Ramanuja—one culminating in Mapavajamamuni 
and the other culminating in Vedanta Desika. The Tenkalai 
guruparamparo is seen as descending from Parasara Bhattar, 
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Nanjiyar, NampilJai. Vafakku Tiruviti PiUai, Pi}}ai LokScarya, 
and Tiruvaymoli PiUai to Mapava}am5rauni. The Vatakalai 
guruparambard is traced from Tirukkurukai Pi ran PillSn, Enkal 
Alvin, Na{atur Arams} and Atreya Ramanuja (Kitampi Appi}}Sr) 
to Vedanta Desika. The controversy hinges in part on which of 
Ramanuja’s disciples, Bhattar or Pi}Jan, was the authorized 
recipient of the title of "Ubhaya Vedanta Siihhasanapati”, 
designating him as master of both the Vedantic heritage in the 
Sribhd$ya and of the Alvars’ heritage in the Ndldyira Divya 
Prabandham and its interpretation (Bhagavad Visayam). Various 
versions of Ramanuja’s appointments of Ubhaya Vedanta, 
Bhagavad Vijayam, and Sribhdfya Siihhasanapatis are given in 
both Guruparampard Prabhdvams and in Yatindrapravana Prabhdvam. 

It must be emphasized that the idea of distinct simhdsanas and 
guruparampards for S ribhdsya, Bhagavad Visayam and Ubhaya 
Vedanta is completely absent in the works of Vedanta Desika and 
Magavajamamuni. Neither gives any indication of rivalry for 
authority between any of Ramanuja’s immediate disciples in 
general, or between Bhattar and Pi}}an in particular. Desika’s 
statement in Guruparampardsdra, quoted above, suggests that he 
considered all lineages following from Ramanuja’s disciples to 
have equal authority. Elsewhere in Rahasyatrayasdra, Desika 
quotes Nanjiyar’s expression of respect for Bhattar (from the 
introduction to his Sfri Sukti Bhd$ya) as an example of how one 
should pay respect to all the acaryas in one's own lineage. (RTS 
29 : p. 1063) His reference to the "kitchen of Ramanuja” when 
paying respect to his own guruparampard shows that he identified 
more with his acSrya’s blood lineage beginning with Kitampi 
Accan than with the "official” Vafakalai guruparampard going 
through Pi}}an. In fact, Vedanta Desika never singles out Pi}}5n 
for any special recognition as the foremost member of his own 
tradition. However, even though Pil}an is not considered a member 
of his own guruparampard, Magavajamamuni gives Pi}l8n first 
mention after Ramanuja in his Upadeia Ratnamdlai. He refers to 
him reverently as the author of the "very sweet Ardyirappfi ” 
commentary on Tiruvdymoli, which "by the supreme grace of 
Ramanuja, expounds the meaning of Nammalvar’s words with 
heartfelt love.” (UR vv. 39-41) (The next verse, which praises 
Nanjiyar’s Onpati dyirappati, refers to Bhattar as Nanjiyar’s 
§carya). 
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• Thus MagavSlamamuni and Vedanta Desika neither claim 

special authority to their own guruparampara nor dispute the 
authority of any other acarya’s lineage. But in his overview of the 
Srivaisnava tradition, ManavalamSmuni gives primary importance 
to the interpretation of the AJvars’ hymns and rahasyas, and 
identifies himself with acaryas of Srirangam who were engaged in 
this. Vedanta Desika, on the other hand, emphasizes the Sanskrit 
heritage of Vedanta and sastra and identifies himself with the 
acaryas in Kanchi who were involved in defending Visistadvaita 
Vedanta. While both of these enterprises are crucial to 
Srivaispavism and the Ubhaya Vedanta heritage, they have 
different audiences, purposes, values, and rhetorical styles. This 
made for different tendencies in doctrinal emphasis, selection and 
use of scriptural sources, and style of exposition. 

It is not surprising that the peculiar features of these two 
enterprises would have a significant influence on the thought and 
writings of Manavalamsmuni and Vedanta Desika. What is more, 
we find that the different tendencies associated with these two 
enterprises contribute to the specific doctrinal differences between 
Maoavalamamuni and Vedanta Desika on points pertinent to the 
soteriological dispute. The differences between these two “modes 
of discourse” (if we may so label them) can be summarized as a 
contrast between the Srirangam acaryas’ devotional/literary 
concerns and a preference for an informal, rhetorical style, versus 
the Kanchi acaryas’ philosophical/legalistic concerns and preference 
for a more formal, systematic style of discourse. 

The Srirangam acaryas’ main intention, in their oral discourses 
and the writing which grew out of them, was to expound and 
promote the kind of devotional piety seen in the hymns of the 
Alvars for the entire Vai§nava community. To do this, they 
appealed not only to the Nalayira Divya Prabandham, but also to a 
large body of traditional oral and written narrative literature with 
a devotional message and popular appeal—epic and puranic 
legends, as well as anecdotes about the lives of the Alvars and 
ScSryas. Sanskrit Iruti and iastra were still highly respected as 
authorities, but in actual practice these texts were given less 
attention than the more popular sources. On the other hand, the 
prime concern of the Kanchi 5c ary as was to defend the validity of 
Visistadvaita Vedanta and the authority of Jjflvai$pava practices. 


4 
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They were forced by their opponents to support their doctrines and 
claims by relying on Sruti and other Sanskrit scriptures whose 
authority was accepted by the orthodox schools—Veda, Vedanta, 
Bhagavad Gita, dharmasSstra. The devotional piety of the Alvars, 
while recognized as a source of inspiration within the community, 
had to be validated by iruti and dharma&Ostra to gain the respect 
of other schools. 

In comparing the theologies of Mapavajamamuni and Vedanta 
Desika, we find that many points of dispute hinge on whether first 
priority is to be given to devotionalism of the authority of Vedanta 
and sastra. Mapavalamamuni will often favor a doctrinal position 
supported by Itihasapurapa incidents or citations from the Alvars’ 
hymns which promotes the cause of devotionalism even though it 
may be inconsistent with Visistadvaita Vedanta or the validity of 
sSstric injunctions. Above all, Vedanta Desika seeks to protect 
Visisjadvaita principles, the general authority of the sastras, and 
the validity of specific injunctions in dharmaiastra and Pancaratra. 
Itihasapurapa incidents and the devotionalism of the Alvars must 
be interpreted within these confines. 

The Srirangam acaryas’ roots in oral discourse and informal 
exegesis of popular literature accounts for certain stylistic 
tendencies evident in all their works. They tend to use analogies 
taken from everyday life or from well-known legendary incidents 
as a forceful tool in illustrating and supporting their doctrines. 
In oral sermons and speeches a well-drawn analogy can bring 
home a doctrinal point to the audience with such power that there 
is little need to appeal to scriptural authorities or complex logic. 
Such analogies are commonly used in the Nalayira Divya 
Prabandham commentaries (most of which were inspired by oral 
lectures) to bring out the religious import of the Alvars’ hymns. 
Similarly, the Srirangam acaryas tended to utilize dramatic 
exaggeration and hyperbole—another effective way of captivating 
the attention of a listening audience and making a lasting impression 
on it. Since the audience was sympathetic, there was little worry 
about any doctrinal inconsistencies that might result from 
overstating any one point. 

In contrast, the Kanchi acaryas, engaged as they were in 
formal, philosophical debate and systematic exegesis of iruti and 
iestra were under pressure to use the accepted techniques of logic 
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to support and defend their doctrines. They had to appeal to the 
three pramapas (evidence, reason, and scripture), raise and refute 
possible objections, and point out inconsistencies and contradic¬ 
tions in opposing viewpoints. Analogy is not recognized by 
Vedanta as a separate pramana, so its use was limited to clarifying 
points already substantiated by scripture and reason. The Kanchi 
acaryas were careful to articulate their own doctrines and define 
their practices with precision, avoiding any exaggerations or 
inconsistencies which an opponent could criticize. 

In the works of Mapavajamamuni and Vedants Desika, we 
find that many doctrines which the Srirangam acaryas support with 
analogies are set up as purvapak$as by Vedanta Desika in his 
RahasyatrayasAra. He refutes them by pointing out how they are 
self-contradictory or opposed to scripture. Many exaggerated 
statements and hyperbolic claims made by the Srirangam acaryas 
are reinterpreted by Vedanta Desika and limited in meaning so as 
to avoid prasangas , inconsistencies, or contradiction with other 
authorities. Manvalamamuni has a high tolerance for variety and 
even inconsistency in interpretation of scripture, doctrinal points 
or practice so long as the cause of devotionalism is promoted. 
Vedanta Desika is much more concerned to propound a consistent, 
cohesive, and scripturally authoritative system of Srivaispava 
theology and practice, and to resolve all potential conflicts or 
contradictions within the tradition. 

In the following chapters Mapavajamamuni’s theology will be 
presented, topic by topic, alongside of Vedanta Desika’s to point 
out where their doctrines conflict. We will find that the disparity 
between Mapavajamamuni’s devotional aims and informal, 
“preacherly” style and, on the other hand, Vedanta Desika’s 
philosophical/legalistic concerns and more scholarly method of 
argumentation, has an impact on their respective doctrines in each 
major area. These different modes of discourse—each with its own 
tendencies regarding doctrinal emphasis, preference for sources, 
and expository style—come to bear in some way on nearly all 
points of the theological dispute between these two thinkers. 





28 


The Srivai$nava Theological Dispute... 


NOTES TO CHAPTER ONE 

1. The similarity of the soteriological issues in the Tenkalai- 
Vatakalai dispute to the issues involved in the Protestant 
Reformation (and/or with the schism of the Honen and 
Shinran schools of Pure Land Buddhism) has been investiga¬ 
ted by several scholars and Christian theologians. See 1) 
Karl Barth, Church Dogmatics, 3 : 17 (Edinburgh : T and T 
Clark), pp. 340-4; 2) Rudolf Otto, India’s Religion of Grace 
and Christianity, Compared and Contrasted (New York : 
Macmillan, 1930); 3) Sabapathy Kulandran, Grace : A 
Comparative Study of the Doctrine in Christianity and Hinduism, 
(London : Lutterworth, 1964); and 4) John C. Plott, A 
Philosophy of Devotion : A Comparative Study of Bhakti and 
Prapatti in Vi&istadvaita, St. Bonaventura, and Gabriel Marcel 
(Delhi : Motilal Banarsidass, 1974). 

2. The works of Arjun Appadurai, K. Gnanambal, and 
N. Jagadeesan have focused on social and economic issues 
raised by the history of the Srivai§nava community, with 
particular reference to the Tenkalai-Vatakalai schism after 
the fifteenth century. (See bibliography for compleet 
references.) 

3. The articles on the development of the Tenkalai-Vatakalai 
schism by V. Rangachari (see bibliography) have a heavy 
Vatakalai bias and contain historical anachronisms due to 
his uncritical dependence on the later hagiographical sources. 
Even the recent article by Paul Younger erroneously attributes 
the emergence of the Tenkalai-Vafakalai subsects to the 
fourteenth century, with many other historical and factual 
errors (see bibliography). Early studies of the theological 
issues in the dispute (such as S. Dasgupta’s summary in vol. 3 
of his History of Indian Philosophy (London : Cambridge 
University Press, 1922) use late texts (such as 19th century 
expositions of the A$tadaSabhedas or eighteen points of 
difference between the two subsects) and/or depend chiefly on 
Sanskrit texts, to the exclusion of the more important sources 
in Tamil Magipravaja. Studies of Ramanuja and Visijtad- 
vaita Vedanta by John Carman and P.N. Srinivasachari have 
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given brief, though more balanced, treatment of the Tenkalai- 
Vajakalai dispute. Recent work by K. K. A. Venkatachari, 
Vasudha Narayanan, and Robert Lester (especially his 
translation of PiJlai Lokacarya’s Srivacana Bhu$apa) have 
done much to bring to light the development of Srivai§nava 
theology after Ramanuja. (See bibliography for references.) 

4. Robert Lester has consistently argued this position. Because 
of the disparity between Ramanuja’s Vedantic works and 
the piety and ritualistic concerns of the Gadyas and Nitya- 
grantha, Lester has even questioned Ramanuja’s authorship 
of these devotional works. Paul Younger questions 
Ramanuja’s involvement with the Srirangam temple for lack 
of inscriptional evidence (p. 183). Walter Neevel points out 
in the Appendix to his work that while Yamuna expresses 
his devotion to Nathamuni, he gives no indication connecting 
Nathamuni to the Alvar tradition. (See bibliography for 
references.) 

5. Yamuna’s Stotra Ratna and CatuSiloki and the anonymous 
Jitante were the first Srivaisijava examples of this genre, to 
which Ramanuja’s prose Gadyas are related. Though 
Kurattalvan predeceased Ramanuja by a decade, his works 
are included in the account of this period because of bis 
position as Ramanuja’s disciple. The forthcoming work of 
Vasudha Narayanan ( The Way and the Goal: Expressions of 
Devotion in the Early Brivaisnava Community, published by 
Harvard’s Center for the Study of World Religions and the 
Institute for Vaisnava Studies), and Nancy Nayar’s disserta¬ 
tion in progress at McGill University, will shed light on the 
devotional views seen in the stotras of Yamuna, Kurattalvan. 
and Parasara Bhattar and their debt to the Alvars, Vedanta, 
and Pancaratra. 

6. See Appendix III on these three mantras. 

7. The three tattvas or realities in Visi§tadvaita ontology are 
cit, acit, and iivara —souls, matter, and the Lord. Natuvil 
Tiruvlti PiUai Bhattar, a contemporary of Nampillai in 
Srirangam, seems to have written the first tattvatraya work in 
MaijipravSla, surviving only in quotations. Tattvasahgraha 
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is not listed among Periyav5cc3n PilJai’s works in PTA 
(p. 598), but it seems to be the work for which his son 
N5yanar Accan PiJJai wrote a lost commentary surviving 
only in quotes in Manavajamamuni’s commentaries. 
S. Krishnaswami Iyengar has recovered the text of TattvasaA- 
graha and published it in the introduction to his edition of 
PilJai Lokacarya’s Mumuk?uppati. 

8. Vasudha Narayanan’s dissertation (see bibliography) pp. 296- 
308, p. 396. 

9. See bibliography for V. Rangachari’s series of articles on the 
history of Srivaisnavism. 

10. V. Rangachari and S. Dasgupta trace the Tenkalai-Vatakalai 
split to a difference in emphasis on the Sribhasya versus the 
Nalayira Divya Prabandham. N. Jagadeesan sees it resulting 
from a differing emphasis on Sanskrit dharmasastra versus 
the Nalayira Divya Prabandham. (See bibliography.) 

11. For example, PiUai LokScarya admits there are statements in 
of the Alvars which seem to conflict with his doctrine that 
the Lord uses accidental good deeds as a pretext to save a 
soul, but he declines to discuss these for fear of unduly 
extending his work. (&VB 397) Manavajamamuni’s com¬ 
mentary discusses many of these problem verses. 

12. As suggested in Burton Stein’s 1968 article, '‘Social Mobility 
and Medieval South Indian Hindu Sects,” reprinted in All 
the Kings' Mana : Papers on Medieval South Indian History 
(Madras : New Era Publications, 1984). 

13. As suggested in Ch. 8 of K. V. Raman’s work on Kanchi’s 
Varadarajaswami Temple. (See bibliography.) 

14. The account of Desika’s life in GPP 3k is practically 
incoherent, and gives more attention to his pilgrimages than 
to his writings. Evidence for the chronology of Desika’s 
works can be gleaned from the introductions to his works and 
from instances where he quotes earliear works, but no scholar 
to date has satisfactorily synthesized this information. 
Satyavrata Singh, in his Vedanta Deiika: A Study , has 
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attempted a chronology of his works in Chapter 3, but his 
methods are not consistently careful. 

15. Vasudha Narayanan’s dissertation brings out some of these 
differences in the chapters on Periyavaccan Pillai and 
Vedanta Desika. 

16. Jagadeesan discusses the evidence for all these dates on 
pp. 296-98. He follows Nilakanta Sastri in preferring the 
1310-11 date for the invasion recounted in the Srivai§Qava 
sources. V. N. Hari Rao prefers the 1323-24 date. (See 
bibliography.) All admit that there may have been a second 
invasion in 1327. Historical evidence may favor the earlier 
date, though this would not give Vedanta Desika much time 
in Srirangam and would suggest he was in Satyamangalam 
and Melkote for a very long time. S. Krishnaswami Iyengar, 
whose chronology this work generally follows, prefers the 
earlier date. The dates of PiJlai Lokacarya and his brother 
are usually deduced from the date of the Muslim invasion. 

17. YPP Tam. pp. 10-15, Tel. pp. 30-37; GPP 3k pp. 124-28, 
KO pp. 123-25. 

18. This perhaps refers to the 1327 invasion. 

19. GPP 3k p. 128. Koyil Oluku (p. 135) gives the same verse, 
but does not mention the author. 

20. Desika’s VairOgya PaHcakam was supposedly a reply to a 
royal invitation to reside in Vijayanagar as a court poet and 
philosopher. (GPP 3k pp. 103-4). 

21. A list of his works appears in Satyavrata Singh’s study, 
pp. 39-41. 

22. Desika often signs his works using one of these titles. 
According to GPP 3k (p, 106), the Goddess at Srirangam 
gave him the title “Sarvatantra Svatantra” for his first 
victory in debate with the Advaitins there. “Kavitarkika 
Simha” was supposedly won in a poetry-writing contest 
against Alakiya MarjavaJa Peruma) Nayanar. (GPP3 k p.l 17) 

23. Most of his Manipravafa rahasya works are contained in two 
collections : 1) Amytarafijani Rahasyas which explain the 
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tattvas and mantras, 2) and Amftasvadini Rahasyas, 
comprised of other independent treatises. (See bibliography.) 

24 . PTA (p. 586) includes a commentary on Tiruppan Alvar’s 
AmalanatipirOn as one of Desika’s works, but it is not 
mentioned in Satyavrata Singh’s list and may no longer be 
extant. 

25. Sahkalpa Suryodaya 1.15, trans. M. R. Rajagopala Iyengar 
(Madras : Vedanta Desika Research Society, 1977) p. 31. 

26. Sampradaya Pariiuddhi, AR p. 15. 

27. Sampradttya Parihtddhi, AR p. 11. 

28. YPP Tam. p 22 flf., Tel. pp. 49-51. 

29. YPP, Tam. pp. 26-7, Tel. p. 55. 

30. YPP gives a detailed account of Tirumalai Alvan’s education 
under the disciples of PiJlai Lokacarya. Kurakullotama 
Dasa converted him to the religious life while Alvan was 
working for a chieftain in Madurai and taught him Srivacana 
Bhusana. Naluraccan PilJai of Kanchi taught him Tiruvay- 
moli and Itu. With Vijancolai Piljai of Trivandrum, a 
low-caste Bhagavata and author of Sapta Gatai, he studied 
further rahasyas and acaryabhimana. (YPP Tam. pp. 17-18, 
Tel. pp. 40-45). 

31 YPP Tam. pp. 27-8, Tel. pp. 57-60. 

32. YPP Tam. p 29, Tel. pp. 61-62. 

33. YPP Tam. p. 31, Tel. p. 63. Ramanuja Jiyar later founded 
the VapamSmalai Math. 

1 t t - • 

34. Vedanta Desika’s son may have been living in Srirangam 
when Mapavajamamuni arrived, but YPP relates no incidents 
involving him 

35. TPP Tam. pp. 33-4, Tel. 73-4, KO pp. 149-52. The Koyil 
G'luku says that Ramanuja’s system of honors distribution 
had not been followed after the Muslim invasion. Mapavala- 
mamuni instituted a new system. 
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36. The Vafakalai GuruparamparO Prabhavam goes so far as to 
say that upon studying Sribhasya and ArOyirappati with 
Kitampi Nayanar, Maoav&Jamamuni declared that Desika’s 
tradition was the authentic one and that Desika’s idol, not 
his own, was to be worshipped in Kanchi. (GPP 3k pp. 150— 
51). The Yatindrapravana Prabhdvam names Kitampi Nayanar 
(without mentioning the connection with Vedanta Desika) as 
the one with whom Mapavatamamuni studied Sribhasya and 
either 1) other “philosophical books (dar&anagranthafikal) 
available in Kanchi” (YPP Tel. pp. 79-80) or 2) “Bhagavad 
Visaya,’’ (commentaries on the Nalayira Divya Prabandham). 
(YPP Tam. pp. 39-40) A Sribhasya taniyan attributed to 
Magavajamamuni (from the chart in GPP 6k) gives his 
Sribhasya lineage as proceeding from Pi])ai Lokacarya to 
Iyunpi Padmanabhan, to his son Alakiyamanav§la Nayanar, 
and then to Kitampi Nayanar—completely by passing 
Vedanta Desika and Brahmatantra Svatantra Jlyar. P'eriya 
Tirumuti Ataivu, the more reliable and non-partisan source, 
verifies Brahmatantra Svatantra Jiyar as Kitampi Nayanar’s 
main acarya, giving Alakiyama^avSja Nayanar as his teacher 
for AcOrya Hrdaya and other rahasyas. However, it does 
not specify which man taught him Sribhasya. Since Brahma¬ 
tantra Svatantra Jiyar was indisputably a master of Vedanta, 
he was more likely Kitampi Nayanir’s teacher for Sribhasya. 
(AlakiyamaijavaJa Nayanar had no special Vedantic 
credentials.) The Sribhasya taniyan attributed to Manavaja- 
mamuni may be a later Tenkalai fabrication attempting to 
get around Maijavalamamuni’s connection with Vedinta 
Desika. Indeed, the notion of a separate guruparampara for 
Sribhasya became important only in the 17th and 18th 
centuries, along with the notion that RSmanuja authorized 
separate simhasanas for Sribhasya, Bhagavad Visaya and 
Ubhaya Vedanta. Interpolations to this effect have infiltrated 
the GPP 6k, as suggested by B.V. Ramanujam. (See biblio¬ 
graphy). 

37. 

38 . 
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YPP Tam. pp. 41-2, Tel, p. 82. 
YPP Tam. pp. 41-2, Tel. pp. 82-3. 
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39. YPP Tam. pp. 47-50, Tel. p. 87. 

40. Prativadi Bhayankara Appa’s authorship of the Saptatiratna- 
malika in praise of Vedanta Desika is generally accepted. 
His authorship of a Varavaramuni tfatakam in praise of 
Manavajamamuni is somewhat suspect. Unfortunately, 
PTA does not list any work for him. The Yatindrapravana 
Prabhdvam account records his “conversion”. Manavalama- 
muni, being a mild-mannered man unsuited to dispute, felt 
he needed a disciple skilled in philosophical debate in 
Srirangam. He was attracted to Prativadi Bhayankara 
Anna of Kanchi, a specialist in tfribhtlsya who had won his 
title in debates with Advaitins. Mapava)amamuni sent him 
an invitation to come to Srirangam. Anna readily accepted 
since he wanted to learn more about the Alvars’ hymns. He 
took paUcasamskara [ sic, again? ] from Manavalamamuni, 
congratulating himself on getting two births in one. ( YPP 
Tam. pp. 74 75, Tel. pp. 89-91). The Vatakalai Guru- 
parambara Prabhavam version is quite different. Prativadi 
Bhayankara Apna happened to attend one of Manavajama- 
muni s discourses while visiting Srirangam. Knowing of 
Anna’s fame and relation to Vedanta Desika, Manavala¬ 
mamuni afterward asked if what he had heard differed with 
Desika’s teaching. Anna replied that there was some 
difference in interpretation, whereupon Manavajamamuni’s 
disciple Erumpi Appa began to abuse him. Prativadi 
Bhayankara Apna defended himself and Desika’s teaching 
before Lord Ranganatha, who verified that Desika’s inter¬ 
pretation was correct. Manavajamamuni then apologized 
for the behavior of his disciple. ( GPP 3k p. 147). 

41. YPP Tam. p. 58, Tel. pp. 96-7. 

42. YPP Tam. p. 63, 66, Tel. 104. 

43. YPP Tam. p. 88, Tel. p. 114. YPP says these lectures were 
requested by Ranganatha himself, who personally attended 
them ! 

44. YPP Tam. pp. 116-7, Tel. pp. 90-1. The Koyil Oluku version 
(KO p. 154) says the Lord revealed the Sriiaileia Dayttpdtra 
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through the mouth of priest (not a small boy) on the last day 
of MapavSlamSmuni’s lecture on the I(u, declaring that it 
was to be recited in honor of MaijavaJamSmuni in all 108 
Vai$pava shrines (divyadeiam). The authenticity of this 
taniyau versus that of Vedanta Desika (the Ramanuja 
Dayapatra), and which one ought to be recited when the 
Alvars’ hymns are chanted, became crucial, symbolic issues 
in the Tenkalai Va(akalai dispute for temple control during 
the 18th and 19th centuries. Though the SrUaileia 
Dayapatra may not go back to Mapavajamamuni’s lifetime, 
its use in temple recitation seems to predate the RamOnuaja 
Dayapatra, supposedly authored by Brahmatantra Svatantra 
Jiyar (GPP 3k p. 126) : 

ramanujadayapatram jnanavairagyabhu§apam 
srimadvenkatanatharyam vande vedanta desikam. 

45. YPP Tam. pp. 69-70, Tel. pp. 121-3. Unfortunately, only the 
PramOpatirattu for the Itu is still extant. 

46. YPP Tam. pp. 112-3, Tel. p. 158. 

47. YPP Tam. pp. 112-3, Tel. p 165. 

48. YPP Tam. p. 112, Tel. pp. 167-8. 

49. YPP Tam. p. 113, Tel. pp. 169-70. 

50. YPP Tam. p. 116, Tel. p. 177. 

51. YPP Tam. pp. 119-121, Tel. pp. 183-8.7. YPP states that 
after Manavajamamuni’s death, his grandson Jiyar NayanSr 
was placed in charge of the math. It details the subsequent 
writings, teachings, and activities of some of his chief 
disciples—Prativadi Bhayankara Appa, Kantajai Appan, 
Vapamamalai Jiyar, Bhattar Piran Jiyar, Tolappa of Melkote, 
and Erumpi Appa. (YPP Tam. pp. 121-23, Tel. pp. 188-93) 

52. YPP Tam. p. 114, Tel. p. 170. See also PTA p. 605. 

53. Though PTA (pp. 606-9) gives a brief entry for each of the 
Astadiggajas, treatment of these eight in YPP is very uneven. 
Indeed, unless Tiruvenkata Jiyar can be identified with 
Hankejvi Ramanuja Jiyar who MapavaJamSmuni appointed 
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as his representative in Tirumalai, he may not be mentioned 
at all apart from the verse list. PTA (p. 605) gives another 
list of Manavajamamuni’s disciples called the Navaratna or 
nine gems : Senai Mutaliyaptan Nayanar, Satakopadasar or 
Nalurcirrattan, Kantatai Porerru Nayan, Ettur SimharScaryar, 
Kantatai Agnappan, Kantatai Tirukkopurattu Nayanar, 
Kantatai Naraijappai, Kantatai Tolapparappai, and Perumal 
whom Kantatai invited and caused to flourish (Varadaraja 
himself?). Some of these figure in incidents in Yatindrapravana 
Prabhavam, though no such list is given there. 

It seems that the idea that Ramanuja was an incarnation of 
Anantase$a, Visgu’s serpent, developed rather late—possibly 
after Magavajamamuni. Neither Vedanta Desika’s Yatirdja 
Saptati nor Magava|amamuni’s Arli Prabandham and YatirOja 
Vimiati allude to it. It is mentioned in GPP6 k (p. 249) only 
in the section whose authenticity B. V. Ramanujam has shown 
to be suspect. 2 The Varavaramuni Satakam attributed to 
Prativadi Bhayankara Agga makes allusions identifying 
Magavajamamuni, Ramanuja, and Anantasega (especially, 
vv, 64 and 90, SM pp. 98, 99), but not Erumpi Appa’s more 
authentic Varavaramuni S'atakam. (SM pp. 85-92) An PTA 
p. 603, Manava]amamuni is called “a second avatara of 
Ramanuja” but no connection with Anantasega is mentioned. 
Some Vatakalai members today suspect that the idea of 
Ramanuja as Anantasesa’s incarnation originated within the 
Tenkalai sect to enhance the authority of Magavaiamamuni. 


55. See Arjun Appadurai, “Kings, Sects, and Temples in South 
India 1350-1700 A.D.,” The Indian Economic and Social 
History Review 14 (July 1977): 47-73. 


56. This is particularly obvious in Desika’s argument against the 
Srirangam acaryas’ interpretations of bhagavata- ie$atva and 
nirhetukakrpa. (See Chs. 5 & 6 below.) In presenting the 
purvapak$a, Desika often quotes supporting scriptural 
passages which are not cited in the text of AcHj or SVB, but 
which Magavaiamamuni quotes in his commentary. 

57s YPP Tam. pp. 169-70, Tel. p. 113. 
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58. The count of ten Alvars is gotten by eliminating Maturaikavi 
Alv5r (a devotee of Nammal.var) and the only woman among 
them, Afljal, who is considered an incarnation of the 
Goddess, Sri. 

59. D. Ramaswamy Ayyangar, in his translation of Sarapttgati 
Dipika (Madras, 1974, pp 3-4) notes that Desika identifies 
himself with the lineage from the “kitchen of Ramanuja’’ in 
&arapagati Dipika v. 1 (SVD p. 95), NyQsa Tilakam v. 9 
(SVD p. 186), the summary chapter of Rahasyatrayasora 
(RTS 32 : pp. 1203-4), and ParamopOda Sopanam v. 2 (edited 
and published by A. Srinivasa Raghavan, Pudukottai, 1938) 
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THE NATURE OF THE SOUL 

A. INTRODUCTION 

The conception of the soul provides the foundation for most 
of the theological doctrines disputed by the Srirangam and Kanchi 
acaryas, particularly those dealing with the process of salvation. 
The differences in the views of Manava]amamuni and Vedanta 
Desika on such issues as the nature of prapatti (surrender to the 
Lord), its relationship to bhaktiyoga (the way of salvation through 
meditative devotion), and the relative roles of God and man in 
salvation become intelligible in the light of the subtle differences in 
their views of the soul’s inherent nature and capacities. But to 
fully appreciate these differences one must go back further, to the 
general doctrine of the soul according to Visi$tadvaita Vedanta. 
The teachings of Ramanuja and his chief commentator, Sudarsana 
Suri, underlie the doctrines of Vedanta Desika and the Srirangam 
acaryas on this issue. 

All Vedantic schools consider the soul (atma, jiva, cetana) 1 
to be an eternal, sentient entity distinct from the body and all 
forms of material nature (prakrti). According to Visisjadvaita, 
the atma is not mere knowledge (as the Advaitins say) but the 
locus of knowledge. In order to reconcile this doctrine with 
scriptural passages declaring the soul to be knowledge itself, 
Ramanuja distinguishes between the subjective knowledge which is 
the soul’s eternal, essential quality and the objective knowledge 
which is the soul’s attribute. The essential knowledge of the 
atomic jiva pervades the whole body and gives self-consciousness. 
Since that self-consciousness is inherently pleasing, the soul’s 
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nature, like that of the Lord, can be described in terms of 
knowledge and bliss (jhana, ananda). Its attributive knowledge, 
which pervades outward into the universe, provides knowledge and 
experience of external objects. 2 For freed souls attributive 
knowledge is all-expansive and experience is always blissful. 
But for souls in samsara, the degree of knowledge and quality of 
experience varies according to the influence of the gupas of prakfti, 
which are affected by the soul’s karma. 

According to the Brahma Sutras, the soul who is essentially a 
knower (jHata) and enjoyer (bhokta) —of himself and things 
outside himself—is also “an agent, because the sastras have to be 
meaningful (karta iastrarthavattvat)." (BS 2.3.33) Ramanuja 
interprets this sutra as refuting the Sankhya teaching that the soul 
is a knower and enjoyer, but that agency belongs to the gunas of 
prakrti. However, he admits that in samsara, the scope of the 
jiva's ability to act (his “free will,” so to speak) is not completely 
uninhibited ; the agency of a soul in samsara is conditioned by 
prakrti as a result of past karma. This is what is meant by 
scriptural passages attributing agency to the gunas of prakfti. But 
in order to preserve the meaning of sSstric passages enjoining 
specific actions for specific results, the soul who is the cognizer 
(jhata) of the sastras and the enjoyer (bhokta) of the fruit of 
action must also be the agent (karta) of that action. 8 Thus the 
soul has agency (kartrtva) and the capacity to enjoy (bhoktrtva) as 
a result of his intelligence (jnatrtva). 

In commenting on BS 2.3.40, “parattu tacchrutefi”, Ramanuja 
affirms that the soul’s agency is dependent (paradhina) on the 
Lord because of iruti declaring the Lord to be the inner controller 
and cause of action (ant ary ami, niyanta, karayita). However, it 
might be argued that this dependency threatens sastric meaning¬ 
fulness : if everything is controlled by the Lord, then no one can 
be meaningfully enjoined by the sastra’s commands. Furthermore, 
it lays the Lord open to the charge of cruelty and partiality if 
He forces souls to endure the fruits good or bad actions which 
He himself has instigated. These objections, Ramanuja says, 
are answered in BS - 2.3.41, “kftaprayatnapek§astu vihitaprati$id- 
dhavaiyarthyadibhyafi,” which he glosses to mean, 

In regard to all action, the ParamOtman, who is 
the internal ruler of all, first regards (apek?a) the 
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effort or activities undertaken by the individual, 
and then gives him permission (anumati), thereby 
causing action (pravttrayati). (SB 2.3.41). 

The Lord remains indifferent or impartial (udasina) with regard 
to the initial will and effort of the jiva whom He has empowered 
to act. After the soul initiates an act by his own effort, then 
the Lord manifests His controllership by granting His cooperating 
permission, without which no action can proceed. Yet this 
control by cooperation and permission does not leave him liable 
to the experience of the fruit of the action—that goes to the soul 
initiating the act. Ramanuja illustrates this with the example of 
a joint account held by two partners. To give money to a third 
party, one partner needs the permission of the other, but the 
instigating partner gets the benefit of the payment. (SB 2.3.41) 
Once the act is accomplished, the Lord awards good or bad fruits 
occording to the whether that action follows or transgresses His 
commands laid down in the sastras. Thus the soul’s bhoktjtva and 
kartrtva, the Lord’s controllership and egalitarianism, as well as 
sastric meaningfulness are all preserved. 

In commenting on Ramanuja’s exposition of the soul’s 
nature, Sudarsana Suri makes some important contributions to 
the doctrine of the soul’s agency (kartrtva), which he defines as 
the capacity to know, will and make effort (jhanacikir§aprayatna- 
iakti). He says that this ability, made possible by the Lord’s 
initial indifference and subsequent permission with regard to the 
soul’s instigating effort, constitutes a kind of autonomy 
(svatantrya) on the part of the jiva. He difines svatantrya as 
“lack of obstruction in the case of one having the capability to 
act according to his will ”* “Thus because of [the jiva' s] autonomy 
(svatantrya) in knowledge, will, [ and effort ], [he] is capable of 
being enjoined and prohibited [by the sastras].” 5 He goes further 
to say that this jivasvOtantrya actually limits the Lord’s capacity 
as controller (niyanta). However, he defends this limitation as 
absolutely necessary to preserve the meaningfulness of sastric 
injunctions. 6 In commenting on SB 2.3.41, Sudarsana Suri 
defends the Lord’s mercy and impartiality from various charges 
arising (1) from the direct dependence of jivakartrtva on the Lord, 
or (2) from the fact that the soul’s agency is conditioned by the 
guijas of prakfti which are also under the control of the Lord. 
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We will see that Vedanta Desika closely follows Sudarsana Suri’s 
view of jivakartftva in his concern to defend the soul’s svatantrya 
and the Lord’s impartiality and egalitarianism. These ideas are 
not prominent, however, in the Srirangam acaryas’ view of the 
soul’s nature. 

Ramanuja uses several paired terms to articulate the soul’s 
relationship of dependence on the Lord : body and embodied 
(iarira / iariri), slave and master (dasa / svQmi), supported and 
support (ddheyajadhara), controlled and controller (niyamyal 
niyanta). Though all these are found in later Srivaispava literature, 
it is the ie$a / Sesi relationship which figuresimost prominently in 
the soteriological dispute The terms &e$i and ie$a are difficult to 
define and practically impossible to translate. They literally mean 
“principal” and “subordinate” (or remainder). In sacrificial 
parlance they express the relationship between the main rite and 
its subsidiary rituals and paraphernalia. In Srivaisuava usage the 
&esa-£e$i relationship is most often illustrated in terms of the 
subservience of a slave to his master. In his definition of the 
£e$a£e$ibhava in Veddrtha Sahgraha (often quoted by the later 
acaryas) Ramanuja uses both explanations : 

The £e$a-£esi relationship in any situation means 
just this : the iesa is that whose essential nature 
consists solely in being useful to something else 
by virtue of its intention to contribute some 
excellence to this other thing, and this other 
(parah) is the £esi. Thus sacrifice [ or other 
work ] and the effort it entails are undertaken by 
virtue of the intention of obtaining its meritorious 
result (phala), while everything else [ all the 
accessories to the sacrifice ] is undertaken with 
the intention of bringing the sacrifice [ or other 
work ] to a successful conclusion (siddha). In 
the same way, the essential nature of born slaves 
(garbhadasa) and other servants is solely that 
they are beings who have value for their masters 
(puru?a) by virtue of their intention to contribute 
some excellence to them. Thus everything is in 
the state of being subservient (£e$a-bhutam) to 
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the Lord, and He is the master and owner (Sep) 
of everything, as is declared in texts like “He is 
the ruler (vaSi) of all and the Lord (i$anah) of 
all”, and “the master (pati) fo the universe.” 7 

Ramanuja’s summary of the soul’s nature in Vedartha Sahgraha 
is particularly significant in light of the later acaryas’ 
dispute : /“The soul’s nature is distinct from [all kinds of] bodies 
(gods, etc.) ; has knowledge (jhana) as its one characteristic 
(akara) ; and has subservience (Sesatva) to the Supreme as its sole 
nature (svarQpa) .”*/ The differing connotations of akara and 
svartipa could be taken to imply that Sesatva is more central to the 
soul’s essential nature than jhana. It is indeed on this point—the 
relative centrality of Sesatva versus jhatftva —that the Kanchi and 
.Srirangam acaryas split. Manavalamamuni posits two levels on 
which the soul’s nature can be described. Th e svaruna or ordina ry 
nature closely follows the outlines of Ramanuja’s Vedantic 
description of the soul as a knower- xaio yer and agen t. But the 
higher, more secret svaruoavothatmya or “nature of the soul as it 
truly is,” consisting nL e.xtreme subservience and dependence j on 
the Lord, may overturn the autonomy implied in the fir st._lfiy.el, 
according to Manavalamamuni. 9 Vedanta Desika , however, 
argues that subservience and dependence (Sesatva. varatantrva ). 
which are technically secondary characteristics of the soul’s nature, 
must be interpreted in a way which does not inhibit the soul’ s 
i nherent jhatrtva, kartrtva, and bhoktrtva on w hich the validity of 
the sastras depend. ^ 

e/l Closely related, to^he doctrine that the soul is a jhata, karta, 
bhikia and iesa^ is Ramanuja’s interpretation of the Bhagavad 
Gita’s teaching that the seeker of moksa should renounce the 
agency, ownership and results of his action. Ramanuja explains 
this three-fold renunciation as a mental attitude giving over all 
these properties to the Lord and S>esi. 

Renunciation of results [means thinking] "there 
should be no result for me— svarga, etc.—arising 
from this action. The complete renunciation of 
ownership—[that is, of the thought that] “This 
action is mine because the result and the means 
(sOdhana) [of attaining it] are mine”—is what 
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constitutes the renunciation of action. Renuncia¬ 
tion of one’s own agency with the thought of the 
Lord’s agency is the renunciation of agency 
(kartftva). (GS 18.4) 

In his first exegesis of the Bhagavad Gita’s Caramasloka (BhG 
18.66) 10 , Ramanuja interprets the phrase sarva dharmOn parityajya 
according to this principle. It is particularly significant, in light 
of the later soteriological dispute, that he includes renunciation of 
the thought that one’s own action is a means (upaya, sOdhana) as 
a corollary of the threefold renunciation of agency, possession, 
and fruits. 

Karmayoga, jhOnayoga and bhaktiyoga constitute 
the means for the supreme goal that are being 
performed with great love as you worship Me 
according to your qualification. Renouncing 
these dharmas with the complete renunciation of 
agency, possession in the action, fruits, etc., in 
the manner taught, continuously think of Me 
alone as the agent (karta), the object of worship, 
the goal of attainment, and the means [to reach 
it] (upaya). (GB 18.66) 

Thus in seeking refuge with the Lord, one is to at least mentally 
deny that one’s own actions are the means (upaya, sadhana) to 
salvation and affirm the Lord himself to be the agent and means 
as well as the goal. 

Ramanuja’s teaching regarding the renunciation of agency, 
fruit, possession and upOyatva figures prominently in Vedanta 
Desika’s soteriology. Desika sees such renunciation as a reflection 
on the soul’s subservience required of all those engaged in any 
upaya for maksa. Even more than Ramanuja, however, he makes 
it clear that this is only a mental renunciation which does not 
actually negate the soul’s kartftva or bhoktftva, or the upOyatva of 
the means he performs. The Srirangam acaryas never directly 
invoke Ramanuja’s concept of three-fold renunciation or his first 
interpretation of the Caramasloka to substantiate their view. But 
Mapava]amamuni explains that the realization of the svarupa- 
yathatmya involves an actual (not just mental) renunciation of 
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kartrtva, bhoktjtva, and upayatva with regard to one’s salvation, in 
recognition of the soul’s extreme subservience and dependence 
on the Lord. 11 

The major problem in the 3rivai§ijava understanding of the 
soul’s nature is how to reconcile the soul’s autonomy as a knower, 
enjoyer and doer with his utter subservience and dependence as a 
sesa of the Lord. The difference in emphasis given to these two 
aspects of the soul’s nature—as seen in the works of MarjavaJamS- 
muni and Vedanta Desika—clearly reflect their respective alignment 
with the Srirangam school’s emphasis on popular devotionalism 
as opposed to the Kanchi school’s philosophical and legalistic 
concerns. Maoavalamamuni’s hierarchical division of the soul’s 
nature into svarupa and svarupayathdtmya has the effect of raising 
the status of the devotionalism of the Alvars at the expense of 
Vedantic philosophy and sastra. In criticizing what he considers 
to be the Srirangam acaryas’ over-emphasis of the soul’s Se$atva 
and pdratantrya, Vedanta Desika reveals his twin concerns to 
preserve the Vedantic conception of the soul’s nature as interpreted 
by Ramanuja, and to guard against any threat to the meaningful, 
ness of sastric commandments 


B. MAtfAVA^AMAMUNI : 

/. THE SVARUPA 

PiHai Lokacarya and Manavalamamuni explain the nature of 
the svarupa most clearly in the Tattvatraya' s chapter on the soul 
and in the Mumuksuppati's interpretation of the aum in the 
Tirumantra. The Tattvatraya closely follows Ramanuja’s Sribhd?ya 
in explaining the soul’s nature of jHdna and Onanda (TaTr 6-9) 
and the distinction between the soul’s essential, self-conscious 
knowledge and its attributive, objective knowledge. (TaTr 37, 28 ) 
In the traditional interpretation of the aum of the Tirumantra, the 
m, said to represent the root man (to think), stands for the sentient 
soul “whose svarupa is knowledge and who is qualified by 
knowledge.” (Mumu66) ManavalamSmuni appeals to a well- 
known analogy to explain how the soul can be described as both 
knowledge itself and the locus of knowledge : 
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Even though the flame and its rays are both 
luminous, the flame is the locus of the rays. 
Similarly, the soul, though it has knowledge as 
its svarQpa, is also the support for [attributive] 
knowledge, without which it could perceive 
nothing different [from itself]. (TaTr 26) 

Recapitulating Ramanuja’s argument, PiUai Lokacarya shows 
that the soul’s jnatrtva necessarily entails kartrtva and bhoktrtva 
which make the sastras meaningful. 

When [the soul] is said to be a knower, then it 
must be said to be a doer and enjoyer, for agency 
(kartrtva) and enjoyment (bhoktrtva) are special 
states of knowledge. Some [Sankhya] say that 
agency belongs to the gunas [of prakfti ] and not 
to the soul. But then the soul would not be 
liable to the sastras and [its] status as the enjoyer 
(bhoktrtva) would also be lost. (TaTr 29-32) 

Manavajamamuni’s commentary explains that these three charac¬ 
teristics—jnatrtva, kartrtva, and bhoktrtva—are so closely related 
that they can be practically identified. It is will or desire—a form 
of knowledge—that links jnatrtva with kartrtva. The karta, he 
says, is “the locus of action which occurs after knowledge, will and 
effort.” (TaTr 30) 

The soul’s intelligence (jnatrtva) is the basis for 
determining what is to be rejected and accepted. 

The will (cikirsa), which functions in relinquish¬ 
ing what is to be rejected and taking up what is 
to be accepted, is the basis for agency (kartrtva). 

The agent (karta) alone has will. That will is a 
special state of knowledge. (TaTr 30) 

In accord with BS 2.3.40, "parattu tacchruteh,” PiUai 
Lokacarya says that “kartrtva itself is dependent on the Lord.” 
(Ta Tr 35) ManavajamSmuni explains that knowledge, will and 
effort are dependent on Isvara and need His permission to result 
in action. He appeals to Ramanuja’s exposition of BS 2.3.41 to 
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show that since the Lord gives permission only after impartially 
regarding the soul’s initial will and effort, the fruits of action 
belong to the soul. Thus sastric injunctions are meaningful. 

Even though agency is thus dependent on the 
supreme Lord (Paramatman), it does not follow 
that statements of injunction and prohibition are 
meaningless. This is refuted by “krtaprayatna- 
peksastu vihitapratisiddha-vaiyarthadibhyam.” 

(BS 2.3.41) That is to say, in order that injunc¬ 
tions and prohibitions are not rendered meaning¬ 
less, the Lord takes note of the initial effort done 
by the soul and then brings about action. How 
is this ? Since all souls have intelligence 
(jnatrtva), they have a general capacity for action 
and abstention (pravrtti, nivrtti). In order to 
manage [souls] having this nature, the Lord 
stands as their inner self (antaratman) . The soul 
whose natural capacity (svariipaiakti) [to act] 
was created by the Lord alone, gives rise to 
knowledge, will and effort toward various objects. 

The Paramatman, since he is impartial (udasina) 
in this matter, is like a neutral party. He permits 
or indifferently ignores ( anumati, anadara ) [the 
soul’s] performance of injunction and prohibitions 
according to his previous karmic tendencies 
(ydsanas ). Becoming pleased ( anugraha ) with the 
prescribed acts and displeased with those 
prohibited, [the Lord] grants to the individual 
soul some happiness as the fruit of the merit 
which pleases Him, and some misery as the fruit 
of the sin which displeases Him. This is accepted 
by all the respected [acaryas] ( abhyuktar ). 

C TaTr 35) 

It is important to note that MarjavaJamamuni does not go so 
far as to describe the jiva’s capacity to act in terms of autonomy 
or svlltantrya (as did Sudarsana Suri). Furthermore, in describing 
action he seems to give somewhat more emphasis to knowledge and 
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will than effort. However, he does quote a passage from NatatOr 
Ammll’s Tattvasara which refers to jivasvOtantrya : 

That man himself gives rise to some knowledge, 
will and effort, and acts by the power of 
autonomy ( svatantryaiakti ) given to him by 
isvara. 12 

Matjava[amamuni glosses svatantryaiakti here as “power of 
autonomy in the form of intelligence ( jftatytva ),” which seems to 
downplay the soul’s agency. In discussing the relationship of 
controller and controlled ( niyanta / niyamya ) between the soul and 
the Lord, he allows room for jivakartrtva and sastric meaningfulness 
without going so far as to admit any limitation to the Lord’s 
control lership. 

Isvara is for all time eternally existent, indwelling 
in all. Just as the activities of the body are 
dependent on the mind (buddhi) of the embodied 
[soul], all activities of this soul which is the body 
[of the Lord] are dependent on the mind of the 
Supreme Soul (Paramatman) who is the embodied 
One. This is the condition referred to when the 
soul is said to be niyamya. Even though the 
Lord thus conducts all activities of those 
dependent on Him as His body, this is not a state 
such that [the soul] cannot act on his own, as if 
he were an insentient body. Rather, since the 
soul has jnatrtva, kartrtva, and bhoktytva as his 
natural properties (svabhavikadharma) he is able 
to act preceded by knowledge, will and effort. 

And therefore, since the Lord gives permission 
for all activities after considering [the soul’s] 
initial effort, the sastras’ injunctions and prohibi¬ 
tions are not rendered meaningless. (TaTr 38,1 

J>e$atva or subservience is also included in the svarupa, since 
the soul’s jnatjtva, kartftva, and bhoktjtva are affirmed in 
scripture to be dependent on the Lord. In interpreting the 
Tirumantra, the Srivaisijava tradition infers a dative case on the 
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letter a indicating the Lord which implies the se§i / se$a relationship 
of the Lord to the soul indicated in the m. (Mumu 91 ) PiJlai 
Lokacarya says of souls, “Their distinctive characteristic (lak$a$a) 
is intelligence (jnatrtva) joined with subservience (ie^atva)." 
(TaTr 61,1 Matjavajamamuni explains that sentience distinguishes 
them from matter while subservience distinguishes them from the 
Lord. (TaTr 6\) The Srirangam acaryas take a firm stand on 
which characteristic is more central to the soul’s nature. PiJlai 
Lokacarya says : “3esatva alone is the soul’s svarupa; when there 
is no sesatva, there is no svarQpa.” (Mumu 55-6) “Knowledge 
and bliss (jHanOnanda) are for the individual (ahamartha) like a 
superficial characteristic (tatastha). But servitude (dasya) is an 
internal description (antarahganirupaka)(&VBT5) Mapavaja- 
mamuni explains that jnana and ananda, to the atomic-sized 
souls, “can be called outer shells, because they are external 
descriptions.” But dasya, which he says here means sejatva, 
is an internal description. Therefore, it has priority over jnatrtva, 
kartftva and bhoktrtva. 

[The soul’s] very nature is to be a se$a, since it is 
a mode (prakara) of the Lord’s svarupa. 
Therefore it must be described first based on its 
sesatva, and then described according to its other 
characteristics . . . Dasya distinguishes [the soul] 
from the Lord. Jnana and ananda distinguish 
it from insentient matter. Even though both 
these descriptions are necessary for it, the soul 
gains his very existence from being a mode of the 
Lord; therrefore the subservience ( ie$atva ) which 
derives from his status as a mode [of the Lord] 

(prakaratva ) is said to be the internal charac¬ 
teristic, such that jnana and ananda—which 
merely make known its distinctiveness from 
matter—become an outer covering. ... In this 
way, since se?atvais the [soul’s] internal, essential 
description, the jnatrtva, etc, which are attri¬ 
butes of the [soul’s] nature as so described 
(nirUpitasvarupavide$apankal), must be inter¬ 
preted in accord with it. (5 fVB 73) 18 



The Nature of the Soul 


49 


The Srirangam acaryas’ emphasis on se$atva rather than 
jfiatftva underlies their reluctance to describe the jiva’s capacity 
to know, will and act in terms of autonomy. For autonomy— 
svatantrya —is the antithesis of subservience— Sesatva. Mariavaja- 
mamuni points to the tension between the implied autonomy of 
jfiatftva and its correlates and the dependence ofsesatva : 

The soul has subservience ( ie$atva ) as stated in 
the fourth case ending [on the letter a] as well as 
the capacity for knowledge (jnatjtm) as stated 
by the letter m. Thus he both exists for his own 
sake ( svartha ), by the force of his capacity to 
know, and exists for the sake of another ( parartha ) 
on account of his subservience. ( Mumu 91) 

For the Srirangam acaryas, all forms of self-purpose and self¬ 
autonomy are contrary to the soul’s essential subservience and 
dependence. PiJJai Lokacarya says : 

This (dasya) is not superimposed ( vanteri ); 
autonomy ( svatantrya ) and se$atva to others is 
superimposed [on the svarupa]. Autonomy is 
the obstacle to se§atva. (SVB 74-6) 

Sesatva indeed is the essential nature ( svarupa ) 
of the soul. When there is no sesatva, there is 
no essential nature {svarupa). Theft of the soul 
is thinking [oneself] to be autonomous (svittantra). 

When one becomes autonomous, [the svarupa) 
ceases to be. {Mumu 55-7) 

Manav§lamamuni explains that “when there is no segatva, the 
svarupa is destroyed by the soul-stealing thought of autonomy.” 
{Mumu 57) 

Pillai Lokacarya explains the “other-purposedness” of 
se§atva with an analogy from temple service : “Being a se§a 
means being properly fit for His desired use, like sandal paste, 
flowers, betel, etc” {TaTr 40). Mapavajamamuni’s commentary 
brings out the devotional impact of this interpretation of sejatva : 

Things like sandal paste, flowers, etc., cannot 
exist for themselves, being strictly instruments 


7 




The Z> rivai$nava Theological Dispute... 


50 


for the one who is anointed and adorned [with 
them]. They are properly fit for the desired use 
of the Lord who disposes of them by using them 
for Himself and giving them away to be used by 
His beloved ones. Analogously, the soul, though 
a sentient object, is something which renders 
excellence ( atiSayakara) to the £>esi with all that 
is characteristic of the svarupa and svabhava, 
without a trace of self-purpose ( svaprayojanam ). 

When put to use, he is employed by [the Lord] 

Himself and also becomes an instrument at the 
disposal of those the Lord loves, as stated [in the 
verse], “The flawless One who made me a servant 
of His servants”. 14 (TaTrAQi). 

2. THE SVAROPAYATHATMYA 

Manavalamamuni’s dichotomy between the svarupa and 
svarupayOthatmya is based on the idea that the centrality of 
subservience demands a reinterpretation of the soul’s nature of 
jnana and ananda as understood in Vedanta. {$VB 73) Sesatva 
thus forms the link between the lower and higher levels of the 
soul’s nature. The basic teaching of the svarupa is found in the 
Vedanta and capsulized in the aum —jnatjtva and its correlates 
plus sesatva to the Lord. 16 But for the Srirangam acaryas, the 
full Tirumantra (“aum namo narayanaya”) teaches the higher 
knowledge of the svarupa as it really is. The namah reveals the 
soul’s utter dependence on the Lord, and the word narayanaya 
affirms that service solely for the enjoyment of the Lord is the 
aim of that dependence. (Mumu 2, 26). It is in his Acarya Hydaya 
commentary that Maijavalamamuni fully explains the difference 
between knowledge of the svarupa as taught in the sastras, and 
knowledge of the svarupayOthatmya as taught in the Tirumantra. 

21. “POratantrya and bhogyatO are not like 
Sesatva and bhoktrtva .” 

There is a distinction between knowledge of the 
soul called svarupajhOna and [that called] 
svarupayOthatmyajfiOna . As to the former. 
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[ the Upanisads ] (iruti) state that the soul 
has both subservience (ie$atva) and intelligence 
(jhatrtva .... The sastras speak of experience 
of the Lord as the aim of the capacity to enjoy 
(bhoktrtva) which results from [ the soul’s ] 
intelligence (jhatrtva) .... [ These sastras ] 
reveal subservience (&e$atva) to the Lord and 
enjoyment (bhoktrtva) of experiencing Him to be 
in the svarupa. But when one delves into the 
Tirumantra which is the essence of that sastra, 
the svarupayothatmya is shown—the true 
nature of the soul in the form of dependence 
(paratantrya) and the property of being the 
enjoyment (bhogyata). (Ac Hr 21 ) 

Maflavajamamuni explains that a full realization of one’s 
subservience brings one from the lower to the higher understanding 
of the soul’s nature, for “sesatva . . has nothing but paratantrya 
and bhogyata as its extreme limit.” (AcHr 20) In subservience 
(&e$atva), the capacity to be used by the Sesi is implicit ; but in 
dependence paratantrya), that capacity becomes manifest. 

Sesatva is defined as being fit for use according 
to the desire of the Sesi. Paratantrya means 
[actually] being used as the Sesi desires. It can 
be said that sesatva is like gold ore, while 
paratantrya is like refined gold .... Therefore, 
unlike sesatva, which is only the capacity to be 
used as [the Sesi] desires, paratantrya hands 
over the soul to be used at the desire of the J>esi. 

(AcHr 21 ) 

The transition from bhoktrtva to bhogyata —from being the enjoyer 
to being the thing enjoyed—runs parallel to the transition from 
sesatva to paratantrya : 

Bhoktjtva is when one is the enjoyer of the 
sensations arising from the force of jnatrtva at 
the time of enjoyment. [In such a state] the 
[properties of] taste, color, etc., which exist in an 
object are enjoyed by the enjoyer ( bhokta ). 
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Analogously, bhogyata is when the [properties of] 
knowledge, etc. which exist in the soul are 
enjoyed by the Lord. Bhoktjtva leads one to 
believe that enjoyment ( bhoga ) is for one’s own 
self; but bhogyata hands over that [very] capacity 
to enjoy ( bhoktjtva ) and submits it to be used for 
the pleasure of the 3e§i. (AcHf 21) 

In Acarya Hr day a, the final state of knowledge of the svarupa- 
yttthatmya, when the soul realizes his paratantrya and bhogyata, is 
said to eclipse the jnatjtva, kartftva, bhoktjtva and sejatva which 
appear in knowledge of the svarupa, just as the rising sun makes 
lamps or fireflies seem small and useless. 18 Manavajamamuni 
says : 

Then paratantrya and bhogyata, which are devoid 
of even a trace of self-purpose and [serve] only 
to enhance the best’s enjoyment, cause the 
svarupa to show its true color. Overshadowing 
the sesatva and bhoktjtva which do not have this 
character, [ paratantrya and bhogyata ] shine 
forth. (AcHf 23) 

For Manava[amlmuni and the Srirangam acaryas, the realiza¬ 
tion of the soul’s true nature brings with it the end of all forms of 
self-autonomy (svdtantrya), egoism (ahahkara), and possessivenfess 
(mamakora), as well as the end of self-effort and self-purpose with 
regard to one’s own salvation. All these are contrary to the 
subservient soul’s paratantrya and bhogyata. In Acarya Hrdaya, 
those people who know only the svarupa and the sastric path to 
salvation fthe iastrisj, are distinguished from those who know the 
svarupayathatmya and the Tirumantra which is the essence of the 
sastras (the sdrajhas) . The first group engage in self-effort and 
self-purpose - "in accord with their capacities to act and enjoy 
(kartrtva, bhoktrtva). They employ the sastric upayas for salva¬ 
tion, such as karmayoga, jiianayoga, and bhaktiyoga. But the 
latter group have ceased self-effort and self-purpose upon realizing 
their paratantrya and bhogyata. They have surrendered to the 
Lord as the only one who is properly qualified to act for their 
salvation and enjoy its benefits. Majiava[amimuni says of iastris : 
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Their form [of salvation] is seeking to cross the 
ocean of samsara bytheir own efforts, by realizing, 
through study and meditation, the soul’s svarupa 
as that which 1) is not mere knowledge itself, 
but which has the quality of knowledge, ' 2) is 
different from the body, while pervading every¬ 
thing equally by that knowledge, 3) is endowed 
with kartftva and bhoktftva which obtain from 
the force of that knowledge, and 4) is a se§a of 
the Lord. . . . For those who are sarajtlas, their 
form [of salvation] is [as follows]: To enable 
them to realize the distinctive features of the 
soul’s nature. . . . The Lord, without cause, acts 
on the soul so that it realizes the unworthiness of 
knowledge of sense objects, breaths, the body, 
and other innumerable modifications of material 
nature, and realizes that the soul’s nature ... is 
distinct from the Lord, has the nature of jnana 
and ananda, is endowed with subservience 
(iesatva) to Him which culminates in subservience 
to His devotees, and has nothing but paratantrya 
and bhogyata as the extreme limit of that subser¬ 
vience. Thus they relinquish their own burden 
to Him, without self-effort. ( AcHr 20) 

While the iastris who know the svarupa follow the path of 
activity (pravftti), the sarajftas who know the svarupayothatmya 
follow the path of cessation (nivjtti). (AcHr 24) The difference 
in the methods they use, Manava}amamuni says, is due to “their 
different proportions of knowledge of the soul’s nature,” (AcHr 
20) The disparity between their methods is illustrated with an 
analogy: 

[The sastris are] like those who try to swim a 
river by seizing a raft in one hand and rowing 
with the other hand. Thus they cling both to the 
means (upaya) [accomplished by] their own effort 
and the Lord’s grace which is won thereby. 17 
The Tirumantra—the essence of the sastras— 
says to relinquish self-effort and [take] the Lord 
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alone as the only protection. Thus, those who 
know this [Tirumantra] are like those who [cross 
a river] sitting in a boat. Turning loose of both 
the boat and their own efforts to reach the shore, 
they [do nothing but] look out from the deck, 
thinking about when they will reach the shore. 

(AcHr 19) 

Thoug the Srirangam acaryas declare unanimously that cessa¬ 
tion of self-effort and self-purpose with regard to salvation comes 
with the higher realization of the soul’s nature, the line between 
the two levels is drawn differently by the various acaryas. Pi]]ai 
Lokacarya puts sesatva and paratantrya together on the side of 
the soul’s nature as it really is, with jnana and ananda as the 
characteristics of the soul’s lower nature. He does not deal with 
bhoktrtva and bhogyata. His younger brother, in AcOrya Hrdaya, 
draws the distinction between the two levels by including sesatva 
with the lower svarupa of jnatj-tva, kartrtva and bhoktrtva. He 
uses paratantrya and bhogyata to represent the higher svarupa- 
yathatmya. Manavajamamuni seems to be trying to reconcile 
these two configurations when he points out that sesatva leads to 
paratantrya. (AcHr 21, quoted above) However, he generally 
tries to follow the text he is interpreting. 

Similarly, throughout Manavalamamuni’s works the basis for 
cessation of self-effort and self-purpose is variously attributed 
to sesatva, paratantrya, or bhogyata. For example, in Acttrya 
Hrdaya it is the realization of bhogyata which is said to bring 
about the cessation of both : 

24. Among the four, one promotes action (pravar- 
takam) and one promotes cessation (nirvartakam). 

“Among the four ” [means among] sesatva, 
bhoktrtva, paratantrya, and bhogyata. Sfastris 
who have realized sesatva and bhoktrtva as the 
svarupa, are induced by their capacity to enjoy 
(bhoktrtva) to engage in an upaya aimed at 
attaining the Lord as an object [of enjoyment]; 
for they believe that one who is an enjoyer 
(bhokta) needs to make effort to attain enjoy¬ 
ment. Sarajhas who have realized paratantrya 
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and bhogyata as the soul’s true nature are 
prevented from engaging in an upaya by 
bhogyata; for they believe it is not appropriate 
for something which is an object of His enjoy¬ 
ment to make effort for its own gain. Only the 
Lord, the true enjoyer, should make effort to 
attain the [soul] which is His delight. ( AcHj 24) 

In Srivacana Bhusana Pillai Lokacarya says, “The cessation of 
self-effort is an effect of paratantrya; the cessation of self-purpose 
is a result of sesatva.” (&VB 71) Manava]amamuni’s commentary 
opposes the soul’s lower nature of jnatrtva and kartrtva to his 
higher nature of sesatva and paratantrya. 

Even though [the soul] possesses agency ( kartftva ) 
as a consequence of his intelligence ( jhatjtva ), 
the cessation of self-effort (svayatnanivptti), in 
which one makes no effort to attain the Lord, is 
a result of his dependence (paratantrya )—wherein 
the conditions of one’s svarupa become entirely 
dependent on the Other. Similarly, even though 
he has the capacity to enjoy, the cessation of 
self-purpose—wherein one remains with nothing 
for oneself beyond that which causes enjoyment 
for Him—is an effect of subservience (Sesatva), 
wherein one exists only to contribute excellence 
to the Other ( paratiiayadayttkatva ). Both 
dependence ( paratantrya ) and subservience 
(Sesatva) are the soul’s [true] nature; therefore, 
as soon as one realizes them, these two [cessations] 
spontaneously occur. ( SVB 71) 

In commenting on a line of Prameyasdra, Mapavalamamuni 
says that paratantrya is the basis for cessation of self-effort, 
interpreting the phrase “if one truly realizes’’ to refer to svarupa- 
ydthatmyajnana : 

[This means] “if one sees the svarupa as it is”; 
that is, not just realizing its superficial character 
(meleluntavakaram ) which is a combination of 
jnatrtva, kartrtva, etc. and sesatva, but going to 
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the point of realizing the paratantrya which 
cannot bear even a trace of self-effort in one’s 
own protection. (PS 6) 

In Jfldnasara, he attributes both cessations to the realization of 
sesatva. glossing the line, “after He gave us the fortune of saying 
‘we arc servants’,” to mean, 

“after He gave us the fortune of realizing that we 
are sesas to Him, we remain without involvement 
in any activities of our own for our self-protec¬ 
tion.” As soon as we know this, cessation of 
self-effort and self-purpose are attained; this 
alone is the soul’s treasure. . . . Furthermore, 
this implies that this surrender occurs to us solely 
out of the Lord’s grace. Therefore this means, 

“after He so graciously gave this fortune to us.” 

(JS 5) 

The Mumuksuppati explains that the namas (na mah, “not me/ 
mine”), whose essential meaning is paratantrya, removes 1) the 
egoism and possessiveness which obstruct the svarupa, 2) all 
efforts at self-protection which obstruct the upaya, and 3) the 

notion of self-purpose which obstructs the goal of salvation. 
(Mumu 85-6) 

The presence of such a variety of interpretations shows how 
the Srirangam acaryas are more at home with informal literary 
exegesis than with systematic philosophy. They tolerate differences 
in doctrinal expression as long as the devotional message is 
supported. Their main intention is to proclaim that all forms of 
egoism, self-effort and self-aim are contrary to the soul’s true 
nature and to the realization of his ultimate destiny. 

The idea that realizing the svarupayathatmya entails cessation 
of one’s own efforts and aims with regard to salvation has 
important implications for jivakartrtva. The position of the 
Srirangam acaryas would clearly imply that the soul has no agency 
in the process of salvation. Kartftva is defined as being the locus 
of knowledge, will and effort with regard to an action aimed at a 
fruit. But with the realization of Paratantrya and bhogyata, the 
soul’s own efforts and aims are relinquished. The Lord is the one 
who makes the effort which effects the work of salvation and the 
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one who enjoys the fruit of that action. He is thus the sole agent 
and true enjoyer in salvation. MaoavSlamamuni states this clearly 
in his paraphrase of the Caramasloka : 

“Realizing your essential dependence ( svarupa- 
poratantrya) which is such that neither the effort 
nor benefit ( yatnaphalitvankal ) [in your salvation] 
belongs to you, you have not involved yourself in 
doing the work of saving yourself. I am [your] 

Lord and owner ( svami ) such that both the effort 
and benefit [in your salvation] belong to me; and 
I have taken the responsibility of doing the work 
of saving you by cutting oflf all the obstructions 
on your side. Therefore, you see, there is no 
basis for you to be grieved.” ( Mumu 259) 

Any self-effort toward salvation is seen as an act of egoism 
and self-autonomy contrary to the soul’s essential dependence and 
subservience. When the soul actively seeks the Lord for his own 
protection, Manavajamamuni says this “contains egoism (ahahkora) 
in the form of self-kartrtva.” ( Mumu 230) Hence the soul’s role 
in salvation should be strictly passive. In interpreting the verbs 
of the Dvaya and Caramasloka, Pillai Lokacarya, and Mapavala- 
mamuni make it clear that the surrender they represent is on ly 
a mental and volitional phen omenon (huddhiyi&esa) invo lving n o 
effort— jt is essentially a mental resolution that the V n r rl is the 
means to salvation. (Mumu 238-9, 155) Indeed, t he Carama- 
sloka’s sarva dharmdn parityajya is interpreted as an injunction to 
abandon all efforts at self-protection. 18 For the sastric upiyas 
which operate on the level of svarupa and demand activity, 
“inaction is a fault.” But here, when one realizes the soul’s true 
nature, “action is a fault.” ( Mumu 232) Efforts at self-protection 
obstruct the svarupa and the realization of the goal. 

The Srirangam acaryas often cite the maxim “mok$a is from 
knowledge (jhanat mok$a)” lt to support their claim that salvation 
comes from realization of the soul’s true dependence on the Lord, 
not from any activity. ( Mumu 155, 240) Therefore, Pillai 
Lokacarya says, “Only knowledge of the soul and non-obstruction 
are needed for the result” of salvation. (SVB 60) MaijavaJamS- 
muni interprets these to mean “knowing one’s subservience to the 
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Lord” and “ceasing to engage in self-protection.” (ibid.) PiJlai 
Lokicarya implies that it is cessation of one’s own efforts which 
allows the Lord to step in and save the soul: “By ceasing his own 
action he makes [the Lord] the Upaya.” (Mumu 152) 

Though not explicitly stated, the Srirangam acSryas’ doctrine 
of the obstructive nature of the soul’s own efforts explains why 
the nullification of the soul’s agency in salvation does not 
invalidate jIvakartrtva and bhoktftva or the sastras’ meaningful¬ 
ness as seen in the world. As long as the soul remains engaged in 
knowledge, will and effort for his own purposes, the Lord remains 
indifferent, gives His permission in accord with the soul’s initial 
effort, allows the act to come about, and grants the fruit. It is 
when the soul ceases his own efforts upon realizing his true 
dependence that the Lord ceases His indifference and steps in as the 
active agent in salvation. Mat>ava]am5muni says, “When [thesoul] 
completely stops his own efforts, only then does the Lord himself 
protect.” (HVB 62) 

The Srirangam acSryas do not want to say that when the 
svarupa is overshadowed by the svarupayathatmya, the soul’s 
jfiStrtva, kartrtva and bhoktrtva are annihilated once and for all. 
After salvation, these faculties reappear and are employed in 
serving the Lord, where they fulfill their true purpose—carrying 
out the service which is the rightful occupation of the dependent 
sesa. 20 Ma^avajamamuni says : 

The purpose of [the soul’s] effort—the under¬ 
taking of action—is the activity of service which 
he does for the purpose of the Other. The aim 
of his intelligence—which distinguishes him 
from inert matter—is his enjoyment of the One 
who takes pleasure from the service the soul does 
to please Him. (SVB12) 

It is only the self-centeredness of the soul’s efforts, activities, and 
enjoyment which disappear. In service, all one’s actions and even 
one’s own enjoyment exist only for the Lord’s glory, benefit and 
pleasure, in line with the se§a s pSratantrya and bhogyats. In 
Acttrya Hfdaya, the way the ittstrh use their jnstftva, kartrtva, 
bhoktrtva, etc. is contrasted with the way these are employed by 
sarajftas. 
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But those [ who know the svarupayathStmya ] 
also have se?atva [ including jnatf tva, kartftva ] 
and bhoktftva. What about that ? 

25. For those in the first group, these two are 
accessories to activity. For those who do not act, 
these cut off self-compulsion (svanirbandham) in 
their occupation (vftti). 

For those engaged in upttsana [ bhaktiyoga ], (the 
aforementioned iastris), bhoktftva inspires them 
in effort which is a means for obtaining enjoy¬ 
ment. J>e§atva [ and its corollaries—jfiatftva, 
kartftva, and bhoktftva] facilitate this [endeavor] 
since such effort must be accompanied by 
knowledge of the soul. Therefore, these two— 
scsatva and bhoktftva—act as accessories to the 
performance of action (karma) which is the first 
[stage of? ] upasana. Butjthe sarajfias, referred 
to as “those who have stopped acting and live 
thinking only [ of the Lord ],” 21 have realized 
that there is nothing that the soul should do [with 
regard to salvation] since the Lord is the one 
who is in charge. Therefore, they have ceased all 
actions in the form of upayas. For them, these 
two characteristics [ se§atva and bhoktftva] 
forbid all self-compulsion other than pursuing 
His joy in the activity of service?]) . . As 
[Ramanuja] said, “thesesa is that whose essential 
nature consists solely in being useful to some¬ 
thing else by virtue of its intention to contribute 
some excellence to the other [the se§i].” 22 [This 
means that] se?atva, whose essential form is 
giving excellence to another, excludes the self¬ 
compulsion (svanirbandhata) coming from a self- 
centered will (sva&rayeccha). Furthermore, 
bhoktftva excludes self-compulsion because the 
bhoktftva of one in whom knowledge of 
piratantrya and bhogyata has arisen is not a 
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means for his own enjoyment; rather, [his 
bhoktrtva] is an instrument for the best’s enjoy¬ 
ment. As [ Nampijjai? ] said, “Ananda is to 
kindle His pleasure,” this bhoktrtva promotes 
the pleasure of the Sesi. Thus saying, “I am 
food, I am food” he presents his own enjoyable¬ 
ness for the delight of the se$i. Saying “I am 
the eater of food,” 2S he presents his own self¬ 
enjoyment (svabhoktrtva). Without it, [the Lord] 
would not be able to enjoy the presence of a 
sentient being.” (AcHr 25) 

C. VEDANTA DESlKA : 

1. THE SOWS INHERENT KARTFlTVA 

In explaining and defending his view of the soul’s nature, 
Vedanta Desika appeals mostly to the tenets of Visistadvaita 
philosophy and to sastric injunctions. He does not tolerate any 
interpretation of the soul’s nature which threatens Vedanta or the 
meaningfulness of sastra. Using authoritative scripture and logic, 
he uncompromisingly defends the jiva’s inherent capacities as an 
agent and enjoyer (kartrtva, bhoktrtva) and the appropriateness of 
exercising them in performing an enjoined upaya for one’s 
salvation. 

In summarizing the soul’s nature in Rahasyatrayasora, Desika 
cites the Vedantic description of jiva’s essential nature in terms of 
its knowledge, bliss, purity and atomism (jhOna, ananda, amala, 
apu). He also explains the Visistadvaita distinction between the 
soul’s essential, self-conscious knowledge and its attributive, 
objective knowledge. (RTS 5 : pp. 142-5) Perhaps in response to 
Pillai Lokacarya’s statement that subservience is the most intimate 
description of the soul’s nature (S 'VB 73), he discusses whether 
se$atva is a description of the soul’s svarupa (svarupanirupaka) 
like knowledge, bliss, etc., or merely an attribute of the svarupa so 
described (nirupitasvarupavi&e$apa). He admits that sesatva can 
be used as an essential description to distinguish the jlva from the 
Lord —both of whom are atmas with essential and attributive 
knowledge. But he points out that since se?atva refers to a 
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relationship, it cannot properly stand as a description of the 
svarupa in its own right, as do the descriptions jnana, ananda, etc. 
By this logic it must be a nirupitasvarupavi&e§ana. However, since 
this sesatva is taught in the Tirumantra to be eternal, inherent, 
unconditional, and specific to the Lord, it can be used as if it were 
an description of the svarupa itself (svarupanirupaka). (RTS 5 : 
pp. 145-7) 

In accord with the Sribhasya, Desika affirms that the soul 
has kartjtva and bhoktftva following from his sentient nature ; 
these qualities are dependent (paradhina) on the Lord and “other- 
purposed,” since the Lord has given them for the purpose of His 
own enjoyment. ( RTS 5 : p. 147) But he explains in his Tatparya- 
candrika on GB 18.15 that this dependence does not mean that the 
soul has no ability to act on his own and enjoy the fruit of his 
action : this is necessary to make the sastras meaningful. He 
follows Sudarsana Suri in affirming that kartftva, “the state of 
having the effort for the purpose of action, preceeded by knowledge 
and desire,” (TPC p. 551) amounts to a kind of autonomy 
(svatantrya). He supports this by appealing to Paoini’s definition, 
“The agent (karta) is the one who is autonomous (svatantra ).” 24 
Like Sudarsana Suri, he explains that the soul’s “autonomy with 
regard to particular activity” is due to the fact that the Lord 
remains indifferent in thejiva’s initial effort, and then grants 
permission for the act to come about. TPC p. 558) “Svatantrya 
follows from the fact that the Supreme [Lord] does not obstruct 
the desire of one who is capable of acting [according to that 
desire].” 26 This measure of autonomy which the Lord grants to 
souls is absolutely necessary to preserve the meaningfulness of the 
sastras. 

Even though, as the Lord of all, he is able to do 
all actions by himself alone, He causes these 
agents [the jivas] to act in such a way that the 
jlvas who are his se§as will be liable to the 
sastras and able to enjoy the fruits [of their 
actions]. ( TPC 3 30, p. 128) 

In view of the dependency of soul’s capacities on the Lord. 
Isvara can be seen as the ultimate agent of all (sarvakartd j and 
the ultimate enjoyer of all (sarvabhoktti). The Lord himself has 



62 


The tfrivaifpava Theological Dispute... 


endowed the soul with jnatftva, kartjtva, and bhoktftva, limbs 
and organs, and an external universe on which to operate. With¬ 
out the Lord’s permission and cooperating support, the soul’s 
knowledge, will and effort with regard to a particular object could 
not result in action. The Lord grants all fruits of action, and 
creates and sustains the universe for His own sport. But even 
though all activity thus depends on the Lord, Desika explains that 
none of this violates the soul’s kartrtva in any way ; for the Lord 
always remains indifferent in the matter of the soul’s desire and 
grants permission only after regarding his initial effort. (TPC 
p. 554) In a general sense, the Lord is the universal or general 
agent, but he has given the soul agency, autonomy and responsi¬ 
bility with regard to particular activity through His initial 
indifference and subsequent permission. Desika uses the distinc¬ 
tion between the Lord’s general kartrtva and the jiva’s specific 
kartrtva to reconcile scriptures proclaiming the soul to be an agent 
with other scriptures denying it : 

The [scriptural] passages saying that the soul does 
not have kartrtva and those saying that he has 
kartrtva have different objects; thus, there is no 
contradiction. Passages stating no kartrtva 
mean that one should not consider [one’s own] 
agency—which functions depending on Isvara 
(iivaradhina) and on the gunas of prakrti 
controlled by Him — to be self-sufficient 
(nirapek$o). Passages stating that [the soul] 
does have kartrtva mean that [the soul] is the 
locus for 1) knowledge and the like, which he has 
attained by Isvara’s will, and 2) desire and 
effort, which are special forms of that [knowledge]. 

(RTS 29 : p. 1102) * 

Desika makes it clear that the need for the Lord’s cooperating 
agency, through His permission and encouragement, does not 
negate the jiva’s right to the results of the action nor his ability to 
be governed by sastric injunctions and prohibitions. Even in the 
world, when an activity cannot be done by one man alone but can 
be performed by many men together, rules and regulations are still 
binding on each man, and each participates in enjoy m the fruits 
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of his labors. (TPC p. 557) But because the Lord is indifferent 
in the initial stages, the soul alone has right to the results 
of action. 

He also points out that the Lord is not being cruel or partial 
in granting various degrees of ability and knowledge, in presenting 
various kinds of sense objects to spark the soul’s desire, or in 
giving permission even to harmful activities. In all these instances 
the Lord is acting in accord with the soul’s past karma and present 
effort; thus He maintains His egalitarianism (samya). 

The unequal distribution of limbs, ability, know¬ 
ledge, desire, etc. ; the lack of prevention of 
harmful activity; and permission which promotes 
the arising of sin—since all these are conditioned 
by differences in previous karma, they do not 
bring cruelty or partiality to the Lord. 

(TPCp. 557) 

. It is the Lord’s respect for the soul’s initial effort which 
supports the soul’s agency and sastric meaningfulness. Whereas 
the Srirangam acaryas emphasize the aspects of knowledge and 
will or desire in kartrtva, Desika puts the emphasis on effort as the 
essential element in the agency of the sentient soul. 

If it be said that the agency (kartftva) which 
comes from the Lord is mere knowledge, this 
would unfortunately exclude the desire to acquire 
a certain goal and the performance of any means 
to attain it. If it be said that agency is no more 
than knowledge and desire (a special state of 
knowledge) then there would be no way to perform 
either the means for present and future results or 
service [of the Lord] which Is an end in itself. 
Therefore, the soul has to have all three [aspects 
of agency]—knowledge, will, and effort. (RTS 29: 
p. 1100) 

Agency (kartftva) as the locus of activity is 
common to sentient and insentient beings. Agency 
as the locus of effort (prayatna) is unique to 
sentient beings feet anas). Effort is a particular 
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mentality which directs the movement of the 
body, etc. When one is the locus of mere 
knowledge, and when one is the locus of mere 
enjoyment, there is general agency as the locus of 
activity. But when one accomplishes something 
by his own will, [he has] agency (kartftva) as the 
locus of effort. (RTS 29: p. 1101) 

Desika makes it clear that exercising kartftva—knowledge, 
will and effort —in purposeful activity is an essential property of 
the soul’s nature. Indeed, it is necessary for his very existence. 

[The soul has] kartftva which is dependent on 
the Lord, as stated in “karta sastrarthavattvat” 
and “parattu tacchruteh.” (BS 2.3.33, 40) (If it 
be claimed that it is the soul’s nature to be 
absolutely inactive, then lack of engaging in 
purposeful activity would result in the soul’s 
non-existence ; for that is the very mark of [the 
soul’s] existence.^ If it be claimed that for the 
soul, there is merely the presence of activity, 
without admitting agency as the locus of know¬ 
ledge, will and effort, then [the soul would have] 
no bhoktftva either. Then even satftsara would 
be illusory, with the unfortunate result (prasanga) 
that there would be no need for any upaya for 
moksa. For all these reasons, it cannot be 
claimed, as does the Sankhya, that there is no 
agency (kartftva) in the svarupa, and thus such 
things as bhaktiyoga (upasana) are contrary to 
the svarupa. (RTS 24 : pp. 702-3) 

2. MENTAL RENUNCIATION AND THE LIMITS OF 
PARATANTRYA 

Vedanta Desika affirms that the renunciatiation of agency, 
ownership, and results of action—as taught in the Gita Bha$ya — 
are necessary in the performance of any upaya for moksa. (RTS 
10 : p. 356) Yet he clearly explains that this cannot mean actually 
abandoning the soul’s inherent kartftva and bhoktftva ; rather it 



The Nature of the Soul 


65 


( means recognizing the Lord’s ultimate agency and enjoyment in all 
actions and reflecting on one’s fundamental dependence on the 
Lord as His sesa. He defines renunciation of kartrtva as “The 
awareness that one is eternally and solely dependent on the Lord ; 
this means that one’s kartrtva comes about based on Him.”"* ( RTS 
12: pp. 415-16) Renunciation of the ownership and results of 
action consists in “knowing that one’s self and possessions are 
subservient to the Lord by their very nature.” ( RTS 12 : p. 416) 
In line with Ramanuja’s first interpretation of the Caramasloka, he 
adds renunciation of upayatva to the renunciation of agency, 
action and the fruit. He defines this as realizing that “one’s 
performance is not the direct cause of the granting of the fruit ; 
since [that performance] is insentient, it is not the locus of the will 
to give the fruit.” (ibid.) Rather, it is the Lord who grants the 
final result of salvation. He cites a verse from his own Nyasa- 
daSakam expressing this mental renunciation which attributes all 
agency, ownership, results, and instrumentality to the Lord: 

The Lord Himself has surrendered me. His sesa, 
to Himself by His own mind which He gave me, 
for His purposes ; I who am under His control 
am devoid of responsibility by virtue of being 
His responsibility. 26 

This verse, he says, illustrates “the method of meditating on the 
Lord without the faults of attachment to fruits such as fame, gain, 
and honor, or to kartrtva and upayatva.” (RTS 25 : p. 651) Thus 
he shows that the verse does not deny that jivakartrtva operates in 
prapatti, but only expresses the soul’s proper attitude when 
performing any sadhana to moksa : reflecting on how his nature 
and faculties are completely dependent on the Lord who granted 
and supports them. 

Desika staunchly defends the authoritativeness of the soul’s 
kartrtva and bhoktrtva as taught in the £>ribha?ya. These qualities 
are inherent in the soul’s nature, and cannot be abrogated in any 
way Since the power to make effort and perform purposeful 
action is given by God, it does not go against the soul’s svarupa 
to engage in the upayas the Lord has enjoined expressly for the 
soul’s salvation. Desika says that in bhaktiyoga, in the prapatti 
stated in the verbs of the mantras, as well as in the service one 
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does after prapatti, jivakartrtva operates. All are goal-directed 
activities initiated by the soul’s knowledge, will and effort. 
Indeed, he declares that engaging in purposeful activity is the 
distinctive mark of the svarupa’s existence. ( RTS 24 : p. 702-3) 
To cease all effort or relinquish all activity is not even theoretically 
possible, from Desika’s point of view. Cessation (nivrtti), he 
argues, is itself a kind of activity (pravrtti) involving knowledge, 
will and effort. (RTS 29 : p. 1045, 5 : p. 140) 

He is particularly critical of the Srirangam acSryas’ contention 
that it is contrary to the soul’s subservience and dependence to 
engage in activity for one’s own self-protection. Deaika dismisses 
this as an overexaggeration of jivaparatantrya which ignores 1) the 
doctrine of jivakartptva, etc. as taught in the Brahma Sutras, and 
2) the existence of explicit sastric injunctions of upayas—including 
prapatti—to be done for the purpose of moksa, The following 
passage seems to take direct aim at Acdrya Hrdaya's thesis that 
making effort for salvation through performing sastric upasanas is 
contrary to the paratantrya taught in the Tirumantra. 

[ Purvapaksin : ] “Isn’t it true that only one who 
is autonomous (svatantra) can be enjoined by 
another to do something? How can the adhikari 
who has learned of his utter dependence (atyanta- 
paratantrya) from the spiritual sastras and the 
Tirumantra be enjoined to do something by 
saying “resort to Me (vraja)T' (RTS 29: p 1099) 

His difference with the Srirangam acaryas is evident in his refuta¬ 
tion, where he argues that it is jivaparatantrya that has to be 
interpreted in such a way that it does not interfere with the scope 
of the soul’s God-given autonomy in the form of jnatftva, 
kartftva and bhoktrtva. (cf. SVB 73) 

[Siddhantin : ] This is said without considering 
the limits of paratantrya (pOratantryakO^tha). 

The Vedanta [Sutras] declare “karta sastrar- 
thavattvat” and “parattu tacchruteh” (BS 2.3.33, 

40), establishing that even though the soul’s 
kartftva is dependent on the Lord, there is no 
fault in enjoining him. When the Lord creates 
sound, etc., [which are the bases for sensation] 
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insentient beings [take and] bear them. Similarly, 
taking and bearing this measure of autonomy 
(svatantrya) is the limit of paratantrya. If it be 
said that [thejiva] has no kartftva at all, then 
this would be equivalent to the doctrines that 
only prakyti or avidya, etc., have kartrtva. [The 
Sankhya and Advaita views] (RTS 29 : pp. 1099- 
1100) 

He argues that exercising the soul’s God-given agency 
by performing an enjoined upaya for salvation is no more problem¬ 
atical than using it in service. (RTS 24: p. 703) Jivakartftva is only 
an obstruction to the soul’s nature or to salvation if one acts 
without recognizing one’s dependency on the Lord, or acts in ways 
prohibited by the sastras or toward aims antithetical to mok$a 
(RTS 29 : pp. 1101) It is an obvious exaggeration, he says, to 
claim that performing sastric upayas destroys the svarupa—for 
that is eternal. Nor can such upayas be obstacles to mok§a, for 
they are enjoined in the sastras for the express purpose of moksa. 
"Therefore they are neither destructive, impossible, or harmful to 
the svarupa. In no way does obstruction of the svarupa result 
from them.” (RTS 24 : p. 704) In this way Desika protects the 
validity of sastric injunction of upayas for moksa. 

Desika affirms that knowing one’s subservient, dependent 
relationship to the Lord—the 5>esi and Svami—is necessary for 
undertaking any upaya. But it is not this knowledge alone which 
procures moksa, for it must be accompanied by the performance of 
the upaya as explicitly enjoined by scripture. For Vedanta Desika, 
the Srirangam acaryas’ use of the principle that moksa is from 
knowledge (‘ jnanat moksa”) threatens sastric validity just like the 
JHanayoga of the Advaitins. (RTS 29 : pp. 1111-12) 27 

Vedanta Desika’s interpretation of the implications of sesatva 
and paratantrya contrast strikingly from the view seen in 
Ma^avalamamuni’s works. A full understanding of these qualities 
does not demand cessation of all self-effort and self-purpose but 
only recognition that the ability to perform the upaya for salvation 
and the service afterward comes from the Lord. The following 
passage shows Desika’s concern to preserve the meaningfulness 
and importance of sastric injunctions as the Lord’s commandments. 
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From [ the soul’s ] subservience (ie$atva), it 
follows that it is appropriate [for the sesa] to 
resort to his designated [5esi] and for the Owner 
(svdmi) to protect [the soul who is] His property. 

From the soul’s utter dependence (paratantrya) 
it follows that one needs to perform the up3ya 
the Lord desires bearing the autonomy (svatan- 
trya) that the Lord has given and look to His 
hand requesting attainment of the fruit. In the 
resulting state, both subservience and dependence 
are instrumental in carrying out the service He 
loves following the procedure He has laid down. 

As for those who say that, based on these [sesatva 
and paratantrya], self-activity for one’s own 
protection is not appropriate, this would mean 
that both 1) service performed according to 
ssstra, desiring the Lord’s pleasure as its fruit, 
and 2) prapatti itself, enjoined as something to 
be effected (sadhya) would conflict with the 
soul’s nature and no one would be qualified for 
them. . . . Therefore, there is nothing wrong in 
the sesa engaging in activity for his own protec¬ 
tion in accord with his qualification. (RTS 24 : 
p. 706) 

In the next chapter we will see that Mapavalam9muni’s 
doctrine of the two levels of the soul’s nature is used to make a 
sharp distinction between bhaktiyoga and prapatti. The Srirangam 
ScSryas relegate bhaktiyoga and the sastric sadhanas demanding 
purposeful effort to a lower position than the absolute surrender in 
prapatti which is in accord with the soul’s essential dependence. 
Desika, on the other hand, defends the validity of both bhakti and 
prapatti as activities consistent with the soul’s inherent kartftva 
which are enjoined in sfistra for the specific purpose of moksa. 
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NOTES TO CHAPTER TWO 

1. Hereafter, the English word “soul” will be used to translate 
any of the terms jiva, atma, cetana, puru$a. In keeping with 
Magipravaja usage and Visijtadvaita philosophy, I have 
employed the English personal pronouns (he/him/his) to stand 
for the word “soul.” This sounds awkward in English, where 
the impersonal pronouns (it, its) are customarily used to stand 
for the word “soul.”- However, in Srivai$pava philosophy 
the soul is the true individual, the one who knows, wills, and 
act; the soul indeed, is the only personal aspect of an 
individual, all else being aspects of prakfti, insentient matter. 
Thus I have used the personal pronoun for the soul, and a 
personal pronoun (with initial capital letter) for the Lord. 

2. SB 2.3.27-30, and 1.1.1. (See pp. 68-90 of the translation of 
M. Rangacharya and M. B. Varadaraja Aiyangar, The Vedanta 
Sutras with the Sri Bha$ya of RamOnujacarya, vol. 1 (Madras: 
Educational Publishing Co., 1961). 

3. “The individual self therefore is the karta and not the gupas, 
because the sastras have to be meaningful Such sastric 
passages as “one desirous of svarga should sacrifice” and 
“one desirous of moksa should worship Brahman" direct the 
very enjoyer of the fruits of action, svarga and mok$a, to be 
the agent (karta). Indeed, if insentient [ prakfti ] were the 
agent, the other [ the jiva] could not be directed. Besides, 
the sastra is so called because it commands [ from the root, 
ias ], and commandments impel activity. The power of the 
sastra to impel activity arises through the production of 
knowledge, and it is not possible to engender knowledge in 
insentient prakfti. Thus the sastras will be meaningful only 
when the sentient enjoyer (bhokta) himself is the agent. 
Hence the statement “the fruit of the sastra [belongs] to the 
one acting on it.” SB 2.3.33) 

4. SP 2.3.41, p. 685. 

5. Tatparya Dipika, Sudarsana Suri’s commentary on Ramanuja’s 
Vedartha Sangraha, edited and published by Ramdulare Sastri 
(Calcutta : 1942), p. 149. 
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6. “Some say this primary regard [the Lord gives to the soul’s 
initial action] will result in an unfortunate limitation of the 
£ rut is which declare Him to be the controller This is not an 
unfortunate result (prasanga) 1 We affirm a limitation of 
the irutis dealing with niyantjtva insofar as to remedy the 
meaninglessness of the sastras’ orders and prohibitions. Only 
beyond that would a limitation be undesirable and we do not 
accept that ” (SP 2.3.41, p. 689) 

7. Translation by John Carman in his Theology of Ramanuja 
(New Haven : Yale University Press, 1974) p. 148. (See VS 
182.) 

8. “atmasvarupam tu devadidehavilaksagam, jnanekakaram 
tacca parasesataikasvarupam ’’ (VS 246) 

9. While the doctrine of the two levels of the soul’s nature is 
implied by some statements in Acarya Hrdaya, Srivacana 
Bhusana, and Tattvatraya, its use as a major interpretive 
principle seems to be Magavajamamuni’s own contribution 
to the thought of the Srirangam acaryas. Vedanta Desika 
criticizes the views of PiJJai Lokacarya and his brother on 
Sesatva and pOratantrya, but he does not attack the svarupa / 
svarupayathatmya dichotomy per se —which he most certainly 
would have done if this doctrine, as we see it in Magavaja- 
mamuni’s works—had been current in Desika’s time. 

10. See Appendix II on the three Srivaisgava mantras for the 
text of the Caramasloka ( BhG 18 : 66). 

11. Curiously, the Srirangam acaryas never appeal to the idea of 
three-fold renunciation or to Ramanuja’s first interpretation 
of the Caramasloka to support their view that in prapatti, 
kartrtva, bhoktrtva and upayatva belong to the Lord alone, 
not the soul. It seems that by the 13th century Ramanuja’s 
Gita Bhasya had been thoroughly identified with bhaktiyoga, 
which the Srirangam acaryas take pains to distinguish from 
prapatti at every turn. They accept the idea that bhaktiyoga 
requires mentally relinquishing kartjrtva, bhoktrtva and 
upayatva as Ramanuja described But with prapatti, as the 
Srirangam acaryas interpret it, there is an actual renunciation 
of all kartrtva, bhoktrtva and upSyatva on the part of the 
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soul—as a result of the soul ceasing his own efforts. 
Vedanta Desika interprets the three-fold mental renunciation 
as binding on all mumuksus —bhaktiyogins and prapannas 
alike. Yet it will be shown below that in explicating the 
meaning of the Caramasloka for prapannas, he does not 
interpret sarvadharman parityajya as a reference to this kind 
of mental renunciation. In fact, he argues against that 
interpretation because it entails a problem in distinguis hing 
bhaktiyoga from prapatti. 

12. Tattvasdra of Srivatsya Varada Guru (Natatur AmmaJ). 
Edited, published, and with commentary by U.T.Viraraghava- 
charya (Madras : 1977), sloka 46. Quoted in TaTr 35. 

13. See also his commentaries on JS 5, and AcHf 34. 

14. Amalanatipirdn 1, NDP 927. 

15. See Appendix II for the basic meaning of the three mantras. 

16. The curnai reads : “The true culmination, like the sun arising, 
makes the first and middle states found in the sastra like a 
lamp or fireflies shining in the daylight.” ( AcHf 23) 
Manavalamamuni explains that "the first and middle states” 
means sesatva, jnatrtva and their correlates as taught in the 
aum. The “culmination” is the paratantrya and bhogyata 
taught in the namas and ndrayanOya. This disparity between 
the two levels of truth recalls the Advaita doctrine that 
knowledge of the supreme reality, paramdrthavidya, sublates 
or annuls (bath-) the truth of ordinary reality (vyavahdra- 
vidyd). 

17. This attacks Desika’s view that in bhaktiyoga and prapatti, 
the means (upaya, sddhana) performed by the soul wins over 
(vaii-kr-) the Lord’s grace and cooperates with it in attaining 
moksa. See Chapter Four. 

18. To be explained in Chapter Three. 

19. The origin of this phrase is attributed to Mbh 12.306.84, 
(“jnananmokso jayate”). 

20. The doctrine of service is covered in Chapter Five. 
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21. Nanmukan Tiruvantati 88, NDP 3571. 

22. “paragatatisayadhanecchaya upadeyatvam eva yasya svariipa 
sa sesah,” Ramanuja’s definition of se§atva, in FS 182. See 
translation in the introduction to this chapter. 

23. Taittiriya Upanisad 3.10.6. 

24. Panini’s Astadhydyi 1.4.54, quoted in TPC 18 : 15 p. 554. 

25. TPC p. 557, paraphrasing Sudarsana Suri’s definition of 

I svatantrya in S'/ 5 2.3.41 p. 685. 

26. Nyttsadaiakam 3, SVD p. 209, quoted in RTS 25 : p. 650 : 
svami svasesam svavamsam svabharatvena nirbharam 
svadattasvadhiya svartham svasmin nyasyati mam svayam. 

27. “Some people say that beyond knowledge of the relationship 
[of the soul and God] the mumuksu need perform no upaya at 
all. But this conflicts with the explicit meaning of the 
injunctions of bhakti, prapatti, etc. There is no need to 
enjoin knowledge which arises from the sastra, for that is 
gained by listening and reflecting which are done willingly 
(rCgapreipta). As for those [like the Advaitins] who say that 
non-enjoined knowledge (avidheyajhana) is the sadhana to 
moksa, [we have already ] established that this will conflict 
with [explicit] injunctions. Knowledge of the relationship of 
the jiva and Paramatman, which aids in the process (paras- 
parayopakaraka), is common to all mumuksus established in 
any of the vidyas [that is, upayas for mok§a]. One who gains 
this knowledge from the sastra will desire an upaya, asking 
“What is the way to attain our Master, svami , the incompar¬ 
ably delightful Husband of Sri.” At this point, the further 
[ forms of ] knowledge enjoined according to one’s particular 
qualifications are bhakti and prapatti. . .. Those who say 
that prapatti is [merely] knowledge of the relationship only 
do so in order to bring out that [prapatti] needs to include 
knowledge of that relationship. (RTS 29 : pp. 1112-3) 
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BHAKTI AND PRAPATTI 

I. INTRODUCTION 

3rivaisgava scholars in recent years have tried to determine 
whether bhaktiyoga and prapatti were clearly distinguished as two 
separate paths to moksa at the time of Ramanuja. 1 The question 
has not been settled, but it is certain that by the time of Natatur 
Ammal and the early Srirangam acaryas, the distinction between 
these two upayas had been universally accepted by the S>rivai$oava 
community. It is important to sketch briefly the general view of 
the relationship between bhaktiyoga and prapatti that prevailed in 
£>rivaisijava thought of the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries, 
since this provides the background for the doctrines of Vedanta 
Desika and Ma^avalamamuni. 

The 3rlvai§gava tradition understands bhaktiyoga to be the 
means to salvation described and defended in the Vedantic works 
of Yamuna and Ramanuja. Prapatti, simple surrender to the Lord 
as one’s upaya for mok§a, is documented in the Alvars’ hymns, 
the epics and puraijas, and in Pancaratra, but the earlier acaryas 
described it only in their poetic and laudatory works (e.g., 
Yamuna’s stotras, Ramanuja’s Gadyas). Nevertheless, f>rlvai§i>ava 
tradition claims that prapatti is the upaya which all the early 
acaryas actually practiced themselves and taught privately to their 
disciples. 

Bhaktiyoga, as explained in Ramanuja’s Gita Bha$ya and 
Bribhasya, primarily involves loving meditation on the Lord and 
His qualities as described in the Upani$ads. It is to be accompanied 
by the rites and sacrifices spelled out in the sSstras according to 
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one’s varpa and isranaa. These are to be done without attachment 
to any result for oneself, but only as one’s dutiful worship dedicat¬ 
ed to the Lord. The karmayoga and jfianayoga described in the 
Gita may be practiced as preliminaries or accessories to bhaktiyoga, 
but since these cannot directly lead to salvation without culminat¬ 
ing in bhakti, they are not fully separate means. (GB 7. 16-17, 19) 
Prapatti, surrender to the Lord, is described as a required accessory 
of bhaktiyoga. It may also be practiced as a preliminary to clear 
away obstacles to embarking on bhaktiyoga. These two uses of 
prapatti are explained in Ramanuja’s two interpretations of the 
Caramasloka. (GB 18.66) 

The Srlvai§nava acaryas interpret scripture to teach that 
prapatti, surrender to the Lord, can be a means to all ends. Thus 
it can serve as a separate and complete upaya to salvation as well 
as a means to bhaktiyoga.(The method of bhaktiyoga, as describe^ 
in the BhagavadGitO and Upanisads, demands knowledge of the 
Veda and sastras and a lifetime or more of disciplined worship, 
meditation, and sacrifice. Thus it is necessarily limited to males 
of twice-born castes who have the learning, ability, and diligence 
to undergo its regimen. Unlike this, the prapatti described and 
demonstrated in Pancaratra, ItihSsapurapa, and the hymns of the 
Alvars is open to all regardless of birth, learning, or ability. To 
qualify for prapatti one need only be akiilcana and ananyagati— 
helpless and with no other refuge. 

Bhaktiyoga demands the performance of auxiliary sacrifices, 
meditation, worship, and propitiation, culminating in the antima- 
smfti or final remembrance of the Lord at the end of one’s life. 
Any mistakes or omissions along the way for which proper atone¬ 
ment is not performed will delay mok§a until the next lifetime 
when bhaktiyoga’s requirements can be fulfilled. Prapatti, 
however, needs none of these complex accessories (angas) of 
bhaktiyoga. It is a one-time performance that achieves its result 
at the end of this very lifetime. When one surrenders to the Lord. 
He himself takes the place of all these auxiliary activities and 
becomes the means or upSya for salvation. Hence this upaya is 
called the nirapekfopaya. the means which needs nothing else, and 
the siddhopOya or accomplished upaya. Indeed, according to 
Paficaratra, once one has surrendered himself to the Lord for his 
salvation, engaging in any further upayas for salvation is forbidden. 
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(LT 17.57-59) Prapatti’s inability to bear association with other 
upayas is commonly illustrated by the analogy of the brahmastra 
incident attributed to the Ramdyapa. The demons had bound 
Hanuman with the supremely powerful brahmastra weapon ; but 
doubting its efficacy, they tried to secure him further using a jute 
cord. At this point the brahmastra slipped off and Hanuman 
escaped. 2 

None of the Srirangam or Kanchi acSryas would dispute the 
above exposition. But while accepting this common fund of 
doctrine, very different views on the relative value of bhaktiyoga 
and prapatti and the relationship between them are evident in the 
writings of Manavajamamuni and Vedanta Desika. The main 
point of dispute concerns the validity of bhaktiyoga as an upaya 
and under what conditions it should be given up in favor of 
prapatti. For Manavatamamuni, bhaktiyoga is to be relinquished 
upon realizing the higher truth of the svarupayathatmya, the soul’s 
utter dependence on the Lord. Bhaktiyoga and the sastric 
dharmas demanding self-effort and self-purpose operate only on 
the level of svarupa. They are seen as inferior means (upayas, 
sadhanas) for those of lesser knowledge. Though they may have 
provisional validity in leading to prapatti, they are ultimately 
contrary to the soul’s true nature of dependence Vedanta Desika 
sees bhaktiyoga and prapatti as alternative means to the same goal, 
equally sanctioned by the Lord in scripture, and enjoined upon 
two mutually exclusive groups of individuals. Those having the 
specified qualifications of birth, knowledge, ability and patience 
are commanded by the sastras to perform bhaktiyoga. Only those 
who are akihcana and ananyagati by virtue of being disqualified 
for bhaktiyoga are eligible to perform prapatti. 

This doctrinal difference and its implications are most clearly 
brought out in the interpretations given for the phrase sarvadharman 
parityajya (“having relinquished all dharmas”) in the Caramasloka. 
For Manavalamamuni and the Srirangam acSryas, parityajya is a 
vidhi or injunction to relinquish all other upayas as contrary to the 
soul’s true nature of dependence. Vedanta Desika cannot tolerate 
any interpretation which reflects badly on bhaktiyoga, the sastras 
which teach it, or the Lord who proclaimed them. He prefers to 
view parityajya as an anuvada or statement of what has already 
occurred. Thus it refers to the situation of one who has been 
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disqualified for bhaktiyoga (because of lack of knowledge, ability 
or patience) and thus rendered eligible for the prapatti enjoined 
in the next phrase : mam ekam iarapam vraja (“resort to me alone 
as a refuge”). 

Vedanta Desika’s exposition of the relationship between bhakti 
and prapatti reflects his concern to protect the authority of 
Vedantic doctrines and the validity of the sastras enjoining 
sadhanas to mok§a. True to his training in polemics, he uses 
rigorous logic and argumentation to defend his position and 
criticize opposing viewpoints. The discussion of bhakti and 
prapatti in Mapavajamamuni’s works demonstrates that the 
Srirangam acaryas give a higher priority to the simple devotion 
seen in the literature of the Alvars, epics, and pur§pas than to the 
dictums of sastra. The use of many everyday analogies and 
metaphors to explicate and substantiate their views shows the 
Srirangam acaryas’ affinity for a more relaxed, informal rhetorical 
style rooted in popular oral discourse. 

B. MAtfAVA^AMAMUNl: 

1. BHAKTIYOGA AND THE SVAROPA 

The Srirangam acaryas’ understanding of bhaktiyoga is closely 
tied to their view of the salvific value of the entire body of 
authoritative scripture (the iastras). This is brought out in AcOrya 
Hfdaya, when the author raises the question of how the Lord who 
has natural affection for all cetanas can promulgate scriptures 
teaching ways to achieve selfish and worldly aims—leading to 
further bondage in saths8ra—as well as other scriptures teaching 
ways to moksa. 

An affectionate mother will let her child eat mud 
and [ then ] give the antidote ; in the same way, 
the Lord, who serves as the mother for all souls, 
shows them both bondage and a medicine which 
destroys bondage, in accord with their desires. 

Even that is a way to [ gradually ] bring about 
faith, discriminative knowledge, the end of 
subservience to others and self-autonomy, and 
dependence [on the Lord]. AcHf 14-15) 
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In his commentary, Manavajamamuni outlines the sequence of 
gradual redemption which the Lord has put forth in the sastric 
corpus. Step by step, faithless souls who are bent on selfish aims 
are introduced to higher and higher goals, means, and realizations 
This corrective process culminates in surrender to the Lord as the 
sole means of salvation when they recognize their true nature of 
dependence on Him. Note that in this scheme, bhaktiyoga is the 
last step before prapatti. 

[ The Lord ] not only shows the path of the 
liberating sastras, but also the binding sastras 
such as the various incantations. If the faithless 
skeptics (nastikas), who wander around in 
darkness bent on harming others to acquire 
wealth, were told to pursue moksa, they would 
have no interest in it. Therefore, in such state¬ 
ments as, “One should sacrifice with the hawk 
incantation,” the Lord proclaims the incantations 
(abhicara) which do harm to others. When such 
skeptics attain the [desired ] result, they gain 
faith in the Sastras. After they thus become 
believers (astikas), He enjoins sadhanas to the 
goals of svarga [ the lower heaven], etc., by such 
statements as “One desirous of svarga should 
sacrifice with the jyotistoma." In this way He 
fosters [ in them ] the discrimination between 
material nature and the soul (prakrti and atman) 

[Since the soul goes to heaven, not the physical 
body ]. After this discrimination between 
material nature and the soul has arisen, [the 
Lord] prompts them to stop being subservient 
to others by showing them the way to enjoyment 
of the self (atmabhoga). [They would stop 
sacrificing to other gods and start contemplating 
the atman.] After that, by showing them the 
special magnificence of enjoyment of the Supreme 
Self Paramatman [the Lord]), and the bhakti[yoga] 
which is a sadhana to reach Him, He inspires 
them to cease their self-autonomy. After that, 
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when they grow weary of these other means 
because of their difficulty, etc., He prompts them 
to [engage] in prapatti, which is characterized by 
cessation of effort ; thereby He promotes their 
dependence which is the true form of the svarupa 
(svarupayathatmyavesamana paratantryam). Such 
is the way he has ordained for [their] gradual 
redemption. {AcHy 15) 

In Brivacana Bhusapa PilJai LokHcarya also supports the view 
that bhaktiyoga, like the incantations taught in the sastras, is only 
a provisional means. It is enjoined in the begining to the ignorant 
and later prohibited once they have attained greater understanding: 

Promulgating this [bhaktiyoga] was done in order 
to prevent supreme harm (parahimsa). Like the 
harm enjoined earlier, there is no fault in both 
enjoining it [and later] prohibiting it. That 
[earlier harm] was enjoined for the purpose of 
gaining faith in the sSstra. This [bhaktiyoga] 
was enjoined in order to gain faith in the svarupa. 

(BVB 129-31) 

Mapavajamamuni interprets “supreme harm” to mean the destruc* 
tion of animals through the voluntary (kamya) sacrifices enjoined 
as sodhanas to the temporary heaven of svarga. He explains how 
the abhicCras, the “harm enjoined earlier,” are enjoined for 
nttstikas and then prohibited for ostikas. Similarly, these kCmya 
rites are enjoined for those who desire worldly pleasure (bubhukfus) 
and later prohibited for those who aim for moksa (mumukfusj. In 
turn, the npasana or bhaktiyoga enjoined to mumuk$us to teach 
them faith in the soul’s nature (svarupa) is subsequently prohibited 
once the soul gains knowledge of his true nature. 

In the same way, updsana [bhaktiyoga] is enjoined 
for those purified individuals who are ready to be 
established in subservience (£e$atva) to the Lord, 
as soon as they cease their autonomy (svatantrya) 
and subservience to others. [ Then ] it is 
prohibited for those in the most sanctified state, 
who are capable of being convinced that the Lord 
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is the sole upaya, once knowledge of their 
dependence ( ptiratantryaJ has arisen. Thus there 
is no fault [in enjoining and later prohibiting 
uptlsana]. (£>VB 130) 

Thus the Srirangara Scaryas imply that, like the lower sSstric 
sfidhanas, bhaktiyoga is only a provisional sadhana which is 
ultimately given np as contrary to the soul’s true nature of 
dependence. In Acarya Hrdaya, the fact that prapatti is open to 
all is presented as evidence for its conformity to the soul’s essential 
nature. But the fact that the qualifications for bhaktiyoga and 
the sastric sadhanas are limited according to the body in which 
one has been born indicates that these sadhanas deal only with the 
soul’s superficial attributes and not its true essence. 

For that [bhaktiyoga, upasana] which follows the 
body, faultless qualification is needed. For 
[prapatti] this which penetrates to the very core 
[of the soul], the faith referred to [in the verse], 

"Those who have the mind [to approach Krgpa’s 
lotus feet]” ( TVM 10.5.1) is sufficient. Thus all 
are qualified for it, as stated [in the verse] "I and 
my people [all say ‘namo narSyan&ya’l * 

( AcH T 18) 

Mauav&lam&muni’s commentary clarifies the meaning : 

The sastras deal with the [soul’s] particularized 
form (viii$tave$a) [ the body ], concerning 
themselves with the superficial body rather than 
the internal svarupa. For this reason, they require 
faultless qualification such as birth in a good 
family lineage and good conduct. . . , But this 
[Tirumantra] is the essence of [those sSstras], 
penetrating to [the soul’s] very nature; hence for 
it, faith (iraddha) alone is sufficient. . . . Thus it 
does not discriminate between fit and unfit . . . 
and allows all to be qualified for it. In this way 
[ the author ] explains that qualification [ is 
necessary] in the sastras and not in their essence, 
and gives the reasons for both. ( AcHf 18) 
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As shown in the previous chapter, Mauava[amamuni explains 
that the difference between sastra followers who practice sSdhanas 
such as bhaktiyoga by their own efforts and Tirumantra followers 
who have ceased their own efforts in surrender to the Lord is due 
to "their different proportions of svarupajnana." (AcHj 20) Pijlai 
/Lokacarya says boldly that, ‘‘Other upayas are for the ignorant; 
and a danger for those who know, because they are destructive to 
the svarupa.” (SlVB 116-117) Maijava[amamuni explains that 
other upayas are for those who do not know the soul’s true nature 
‘‘which cannot tolerate even a trace of self-effort in one’s own 
salvation.” Therefore, those who have realized the svarupaytt- 
thatmya know that these upayas are dangerous, (ibid.) Indeed, 
PiUaLLokacatya a nd M anavajamamuni claim that the harm done 
by bhaktiyoga—which destroys the soul’s very nature—is far more 
serious, than th e harm done by the incantations (abhicttra) which 
harni.only thc body r 

132. That [abhicaray is only skin deep; this 
[bhaktiyoga] touches the very core. 


Those most harmful incantations are acts done 
by one who mistakes the body to be the soul. As 
such, they are only contrary to the particularized 
form (viii$tavesa) [the body]. Since the result it 
is only some experience of pain, it is superficial ; 
thus he calls it ‘‘only skin deep.” But upasana, 
which contains egoism (ahahkara) and is done by 
one who knows the atman, is contrary to the 
essential form (niskrstave$a), destroying the 
soul’s very nature as dependent solely on the 
Lord (bhagavadekapOratantrya). Thus he says it 
‘‘touches the very core.” ( SlVB 132) 


Therefore, PiJlai Lokacarya concludes, ‘‘the primary reason 
for relinquishing other upayas is not ignorance or inability, but 
contradiction with the svarupa.” (&VB 115) MatjavaJamSmuni 
explains that for upayas other than prapatti, “lack of knowledge 
and ability sfficient to know and perform them is not the primary 
cause for relinquishing them .... The most important reason is 
that they are inappropriate to the soul’s nature as utterly dependent 
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on the Lord.” (ibid.) To support his view, PilJai Lokac5rya cites 
the fact that PSncaratra enjoins expiation for a prapanna who 
engages in other upayas, just as if they were sins. {LT 17.92-4, 
&VB 121) Finally, he appeals to an analogy attributed to the 
author of the ArOyirappati : “As Tirukkurukai Piran PiJlan said, 
other upayas are mixed with egoism like holy water in a pure gold 
pot mixed with a drop of liquor.” (S'VB 122) ^In his commentary 
Mapavalamamuni implies that bhakti itself—pure devotion to the 
Lord—is not contrary to the soul’s nature ; it is only when it is 
practiced out of egoism—with self-effort aimed at one’s own 
salvation—that it is objectionable to those who know the soul’s 
true dependence./ 


The holy water contained in a gold pot, though 
it and the pot are both pure, becomes prohibited 
if a drop of liquor is mixed in it. Similarly, 
bhakti itself is pure because it has the Lord alone 
as its object. It is contained in the soul which is 
also pure because of its inherent spotlessness. 
But by the touch of ahaAkara which is the root 
of self-effort, [that bhakti] becomes prohibited 
such that wise people (jiieni) won’t accept it. 
(S’KB 122) 


With more analogies, Pijjai Lokacarya and Magavajamamuni 
bring out how ridiculous it is, in the light of the Lord’s magnificence 
and the paltriness of the soul’s action, to say that bhaktiyoga is the 
upaya for salvation. In no way can the dependent soul’s perfor¬ 
mance of bhakti be considered something which merits attainment 
of the Lord. Furthermore, to offer the devotion which the se§a 
rightfully owes to the Lord as if it were a gift or payment shows 
the soul to be a thief. 


123. As a cowry to a gent, as a lemon to a 
kingdom, there is no equality with the result 
(phala). 


j 


In other lands, some people wear cowries as 
ornaments and will give a jewel to anyone who 
gives them a cowry. Kings who are generous 


n 
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will give a kingdom to one desirous of a realm 
who comes and gives them a lemon. Here, as far 
as the giver is concerned, the cowry or lemon is 
not an equivalent sadhana for the very valuable 
gem or very rich kingdom. Similarly, as it is 
said, “Attainable by bhakti and nothing else.*’ 
(BhG 8.22) and “By bhakti and nothing else [can 
I be known]” (BhG 11.54), even if the very gener¬ 
ous Lord—who is crazy about bhakti (bhakti- 
capalan) —takes mere devotion toward himself as 
an excuse (parracu) to grant the mok$a described 
as the supreme goal, this is not a sadhana equal 
to the fruit. But then what about those who 
give as a token gift (upahOra) a cowry or lime 
which is not equivalent (visadriam) and yet gain 
a gem or a kingdom ? Can’t it be like this ? 
[No], he says, and furthermore it is impossible. 

124. Since [the soul] is impoverished, he has 
nothing to give. 

In the example, [the person requesting the result] 
is his own person, having the lemon and the 
cowry which belong to him. Here it is not like 
that. As it is said, “I am you, all I have is 
yours,” (TVM 2.9.9) both the soul and all its 
possessions belong to the Lord ; therefore [the 
soul] is destitute (akiilcana) with nothing to call 
his own. He thus has nothing to offer the Lord 
as a basis (hetu) for attainment [of the result]. 
In the godana [tonsure of a son] the son gives 
dak$ina to the father, doesn’t he ? What if, in 
that same way, [the soul] gives Him that which 
He has given ? To this he reveals : 

125. If one gives in the proper way, giving what 
He has given, it is not an upaya. If one gives in 
the improper manner, theft is exposed. (SVB 
123-5) 
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Magavajamamuni explains that i£ one is to offer bhakti in the 
proper manner, reco gnizing that th e limbs and or gans- with which 
one performs worship and meditation are subservient -to... the Lord 

and that devotion is something rightfully owed to Him, then it is 

clear that this bhakti does not earn anything for oneself. “Since it 
is not possi ble for one to giv e anything, but what He owns to Him, 
this cannot be the sadhana for attainment.” But for the sou! to 
present this dev otion to Him as if it was hjsjjwn “discloses that he 
haslstolen something of the Lord’s., His is--something like 
secret ly stealing the jeweljoff the idol of^Ranganatha and then 
publicl y presenting it to Him !” (SVB 125) It is not only that 
bhaktiyoga and other sastric dharmas are contrary to the svarupa 
and unfit to be called upayas. 

Drawing analogies from two RamOyana incidents, PilJai 
Lokacarya goes further to say that foolishly clinging to such false 
upayas actually interferes with attainment of the Lord. In the case 
of RSvana and Dasaratha, “these were not only non-upayas, but 
impediments . . . which make for loss.” ( Mumu 203-4) Magava[a- 
mamuni explains that when Rama and RSvana were engaged in 
combat, Ravana wanted to withdraw. But Rama would not let 
him leave while he still had the bow in his hand. As soon as 
Ravaga dropped it, he was granted permission to leave. 4 

y'' The bow which he eventually dropped was not 
an effective means (sadhana) for conquering his 
enemy while he was holding it. Not only that, 
but the permission Rama later gave him, saying 
“I will let you go,” was not given during the 
time [he was holding the bow]. Thus [the bow] 
can be said to be an impediment which kept him 
from leaving. Similarly, if there remains even 
the slightest involvement in these other upayas, 
they will not only fail to be effective means 
(upaya) to the goal, they will actually turn out 
to be obstacles to the ultimate attainment. 

(Mumu 203) 

Dasaratha, on the other hand, 

lost the fourtune he had—living with Rama, the 
Dharma incarnate—by clinging to the dharma of 
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truthfulness, which is only a semblance [°f 
dharma] ( abhyasamona-satyadharma), thinking 
that he could not refuse to honor a vow he had 
previously granted. In the same way, remaining 
engaged in the other illusory means (abhasam&na 
updyantarahkal) will certainly make for loss of 
the great fortune of living with the Lord who is 
the eternal Dharma. (Mumu 204) 6 _J 


' However, in another analogy aimed at explaining why the 
sastras enjoin bhakti, Pi][ai Lokacarya seems to admit that 
bhaktiyoga may effectively lead to salvation without having to be 
relinquished—by virtue of the prapatti it contains as an accessory. 


If it be asked why it is enjoined as an upaya in 
the Vedantas, [we reply :] For those who won’t 
take medicine, people mix it with a substance 
they like. Similarly this [bhakti] is only enjoined 
mixing in Isvara. (SVB 127-8) 


In his exposition of the above, Manava[am5muni shows his 
mastery of the use of analogy to explain doctrine. He extends the 
metaphor to bring in the affectionate mother motif (from AcHt 
14-15) and to explain why prapatti produces the desired result 
faster than bhaktiyoga : 

In this way, the Upanijads make this, [bhakti¬ 
yoga], which is corrupt with the faults of 
contradiction with the svarupa, etc., into a 
beneficial instruction. On what basis do [the 
Upani§ads] enjoin this as a means to mok$a 1... 

[ Lokacarya replies : ] Though they are going 
about with a serious illness, young sons will refuse 
if told to take a strong medicine capable of 
getting rid of their disease quickly. So an 
affectionate mother will mix that medicine with 
some substance that they take with pleasure. 
Similarly, if [the Lord] had initially taught them 
to first desist from their own actions and employ 
the Siddhopaya who removes this illness of 
saihsara quickly, the cetanas would not have 
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accepted it, because of their proclivity (vasantt) 
toward self-effort which has been on-going since 
time immemorial. They [the Upani§ads ?] could 
not just forsake those souls who have no taste for 
the cure] ; so they simply mixed in the Lord—the 
Siddhopaya—as an anga of upasana [bhaktiyoga] 
which involves the kind of self-effort they love. 

This kind of upasana is enjoined as a sSdhana to 
moksa for them. In the example, the loved 
substance does not remove the illness. Likewise 
in the matter exemplified, it is not the upasana 
but the Lord mixed in with it who is the [real] 
upaya. Hence [the analogy] is appropriate. When 
taken directly, the medicine gets rid of the disease 
immediately. When the desired substance is 
mixed in with it, the effect will be delayed. Thus 
it follows in the same way that the Lord delays 
in granting the goal [of moksa] when [He] is 
mixed with upasana; (S’KB 127-8) 

Manavajamamuni brings out the same idea in his commentary on 
a line from Prameyasara : “Is there any way from karma and 
jnana unless God’s feet bestow [it]?” Interpreting karma and 
jnSna to include bhaktiyoga, he declares that the basic meaning is' 
that “they all become fruitful (phalavydpli) because prapatti 
standing as an anga for them, does the work and bestows [the 
goal].” (PS 4) 

Thus the Srirangam acaryas proclaim bhaktiyoga and other 
sastric sadhanas depending on self-effort to be contrary to the 
soul’s nature ; only prapatti, which involves cessation of effort, is 
in accord with the soul’s essential dependence. The analogies they 
empiay t© illustrate thia doctrine are som ewhat ambivalent as to 
whether bhaktiyoga always has to be given up as an obstruction to 
salvation. However, Manav a Jams muni's works" clearly declare 
that if bhaktiyoga has any salvific value it is only beca use i t leads 
to or includes within it the prapatti in which one surrenders to the 
Lord himsel f as the means for salvation. 
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B. BHAKTI AND PRAPATTI IN THE CARAMASLOKA 


Most of the disputed issues regarding the relative value of 
prapatti and the sastric sadhanas are brought out in interpreting 
the first phrase of the Caramasloka : sarva dharman parityajya, 
“having relinquished all duties.” In the Mumuksuppafi, Pillai 
Lokacarya says sarva dharman means all dharmas enjoined in Sruti 
and smrti as sadhanas for moksa : karmayoga, jnanayoga, bhakti- 
yoga, etc., along with their accessories and prerequisites such as 
the daily (nitya) and occasional (naimittika) rites. ( Mumu 191-7) 
Maijavalamamuni raises the question why “these things—which 
ought to be called adharmas since they are contrary to the soul’s 
nature—are here called dharmas.” Pillai Lokacarya says, 
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198. These are called dharmas because of the confused 
notion of Arjuna. 

These things ought to be referred to by the word 
adharma because they are contrary to the [soul’s] 
aim (uddeiya) —extreme dependence on the Lord 
(bhagavad-atyantapOratantrya). But here they 
are called dharmas. This is only because Arjuna 
was confused, thinking that fighting—his own 
dharma—was adhar;na and that these [upOyas] 
were dharmas. ( Mumu 198) 


Pi]]ai Lokacarya interprets parityajya as follows : 

[The verb] tyQga means to consider these afore¬ 
mentioned upayas and relinquish them with the 
particular attitude that says, “Like those who 
have conceived mother-of-pearl to be silver, or 
like those who set their minds on a wrong 
direction, we have attributed the notion of 
‘upaya’ in things which are not upayas.” The 
prefix (upasarga) pari states that, just as in giving 
up serious sins (pataka), one has to give these up 
with the desires and tendencies [to do them again] 
and with shame, so that they don’t occur again. 
(Mumu 200-1) 
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In his commentary, MarmvajamSmuni cites a passage from Kijpn 
Dharma to show that engaging in other upayas is tantamount to 
sin : “Since you are mortally afraid of sins, O Bharata, don’t do 
those things you have given up and be devoted to Narayaga.” « 
One should feel shame and remorse, he says, upon realizing that 
one has been engaging in these things which are contrary to his 
true nature, just like sins. (Mumu 201) 

The Srirangam acaryas insist that the absolute or gerund 
(Iyap) form of the verb here is correctly interpreted as an injunc¬ 
tion (vidhi) and not a statement of what has already occurred 
fanuvada), as the Kanchi acaryas claim. PilJai Lokacarya says 
"The Iyap states that we have to first completely relinquish other 
means and then surrender [to the Lord], as in the statement, 
'Having bathed, one should eat’.” ( Mumu 202) Thus the Srirangam 
acaryas claim that mam ekam iaranam vraja enjoins prapatti or 
iaranagati , acceptance of the Lord as one’s sole upaya ; the 
sarvadharman parityajya which immediately precedes it enjoins, as 
an anga or accessory of iaranagati, the relinquishment of all other 
upayas. ( Mumu 188) To clearly distinguish this view from the 
Kanchi acaryas’ interpretation, Manavajamamuni says, “Therefore 
the anuvada argument, which maintains that sarva dharman 
parityajya refers to a situation which has already occurred due to 
[Arjuna’s] consideration of the difficulty, etc. [of these dharmas], 

. ... is wrong.” (Mumu 188) 

PilJai Lokacarya brings up a possible objection—that inter¬ 
preting this as a command to actually relinquish dharmas will lead 
to a kind of antinomianism : 

Some argue that by saying to relinquish all 
dharmas, adharmas will enter. This is wrong, 
since it does not say to do adharmas. If it be 
argued that this is stated automatically [we reply 
that] it is not, because the word dharma does not 
[generally] indicate refraining from adharmas. 

Even if that is [sometimes] so, [here] it means 
something other than that If one looks at one¬ 
self, the Lord, and the goal, there is no way for 
these [adharmas] to enter. ( Mumu 105-10) 
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Since the word dharma includes the sastric commands to refrain 
from evil deeds (adharmas) as well as to do good deeds, if both are 
thrown out by the command to relinquish them one might conclude 
that he is hereafter allowed to perform these adharmas. But in this 
context, Maiiavalamamuni explains, the command to relinquish 
dharmas cannot mean “do adharmas ,” given the nature of the soul, 
the Lord, and the ultimate goal of the soul’s activity. 

The soul’s nature (svarupa) [as a sesa] is such 
that it is inappropriate for him to do anything 
[the Lord] dislikes, but only to do what He likes. 

The Lord is the upaya who cannot but up with 
any kind of activity on the part of the soul other 
than cessation of self-effort (svayatnanivrtti). 
[Furthermore] the [ultimate] goal of the soul’s 
activity is the Lord’s pleasure. If one looks at 
oneself, the Lord, and this kind of goal, then 
there is no way for these [adharmas]— which are 
obstructions to all three—to enter in. (Mumu 210) 

Therefore, according to the Srirangam Scaryas’ interpretation 
of the Caramasloka, Krsna first enjoins Arjuna to give up all the 
dharmas taught in the first part of the Bhagavad Gita. Since they 
involve self-effort, they are contrary to the svarupa and obstruct 
salvation. Then Arjuna is ordered to surrender to the Lord, the 
eternal Dharma and true Upaya. This again brings up the question 
of why the Lord first taught these other means in the Bhagavad 
Gita and in the other scriptures. Pi]]ai Lokacarya answers this 
with an analogy illustrating the provisional value of bhaktiyoga 
and sastric sadhanas in the process of salvation : 

All that has transpired heretofore is in order to 
test [Arjuna’s] heart. The Veda enjoins the other 
upayas just like people fasten a log to an unruly 
cow—in order to remove the wilfulness (ka(ippu) 
coming from egoism and possessiveness (ahahkOra, 
mamakara) and to give rise to knowledge of 
one’s true nature (svarupa-jfiana). Just as a 
sannyOsi gives up previous things, if one who has 
attained such [knowledge of the svarupa] gives 
these up, no fault will occur. (Mumu 267-9) 
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MaijavaJamamuni explains : 

In order to impede and control a cow who 
wanders astray [into others’ fields] while grazing, 
people will tie a log to its neck. Like that cow, 
the soul is wandering lustfully under the sway of 
his egoism and possessiveness .... But when the 
individual is oppressed by difficult requirements 
that are physically exhausting—such as perform¬ 
ing karmas and torturing the senses—that lustful 
wilfulness will go away. Then knowledge of his 
true nature—his dependence on the Lord—will 
arise .... One who has entered the last stage 
of life (airama) gives up the duties of the previ¬ 
ous stages. It is the same for one who has gained 
this measure of ripened knowledge such that he 
employs only the Siddhopaya [the Lord himself], 
for [he knows] these other upayas are contrary to 
the soul’s true nature. There will be no fault if 
he gives up these other upayas. (Mumu 268-9) 

C. VEDANTA DESIKA : 

1. BHAKTI AND PRAPATTI AS ALTERNATIVES 

Vedanta Desika sees bhakti and prapatti as equally valid 
upayas ordained by the Lord as alternative means to the same end. 
As with other sets of alternatives enjoined in the sastras, he 
explains, they are not free options. Just as different kinds of baths 
are enjoined in scripture according to different conditions and 
qualifications, prapatti and bhakti are enjoined to individuals 
with different qualifications. One who is too ill to do an immersion 
bath can do one of the other less strenuous baths. Similarly, one 
lacking the necessary birth, knowledge, capability, and endurance 
for upasana (bhaktiyoga) can do prapatti. {RTS 24: p. 712) 
Desika interprets the generally accepted qualifications for prapatti— 
akiHcanya, lack of ability in other upayas, and ananyagatitva, 
aversion to other goals—as amounting to “ignorance and inability 
in other upayas and/or intolerance for delay in the result.’’ 


12 
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(RTS 10 : p. 347) In summarizing the qualifications for prapatti, 
he explains that any one or more of these traits—even simple 
impatience for the delay—disqualifies one from bhaktiyoga and 
renders one eligible for prapatti. 

Prapatti may be undertaken by 1) those who are 
ignorant in other means and have only general 
knowledge of this means [prapatti], 2) those 
who, even if they clearly understand this and the 
other upSyas, do not have the ability to perform 
the other upayas, 3) those who, even if they 
have both [knowledge and ability] are extremely 
anguished and cannot bear delay. Even one 
unable to bear delay has no other means to 
attain the fruit at the time he wants [and is 
therefore qualified for prapatti]. (RTS 29 : 
p. 1051) 

Desika points out that though the qualifications for bhakti 
and prapatti are mutually exclusive, in a sense anyone engaged in 
one or the other is both a bhakta and a prapanna. Bhaktiyogins 
practice prapatti as an anga ; prapannas gain bhakti—devotion in 
the broad sense—as a result of their surrender. Thus bhakti and 
prapatti can be differentiated as ahgaprapatti (having prapatti as an 
aAga, that is bhaktiyoga) and angiprapatti (prapatti as the main 
means). Or, they can be called sadhanabhakti (bhakti as a means) 
and sadhyabhakti (having bhakti as a result, that is, prapatti). 
(RTS 8 : pp. 279-80) Desika says that bhakti practiced as a 
sadhana proceeds in three stages as mentioned in Ramanuja’s 
Saranagati Gadya: 1) parabhakti, desire to realize the Lord, 

2) parajflCna, realization of the Lord, 3) and paramabhakti, love 
arising from the joy in that realization. When independent 
prapatti is a sadhana it takes the place of parabhakti , but these 
later stages may be requested and gained as part of the goal. All 
these ideas are brought out in the following passage : 

Bhaktiyoga is unsuitable 1) for those not in the 
upper three vargas, 2) for those in these three 
varijas who lack knowledge or ability or both, 
and 3) for those who have a strong anguish 
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(drti) [pain of remaining in samsara] such that 
they cannot bear delay of the goal. Therefore, 
those who recognize their limitations adopt un¬ 
mediated prapatti as an upSya. For them prapatti 
itself—which is a sSdhana to all aims—is enjoined 
in the place of parabhakti. For the upOsaka 
[follower of upSsana, bhaktiyogin] there are states 
following upon parabhakti. Similarly, for one 
established in unmediated prapatti, according to 
his desire, there may be favorable states follow¬ 
ing upon prapatti which are its fruits. In this 
way, since there is equality in the results, prapatti 
and bhakti are alternatives [specified] according 
to the particular qualifications of the adhikari. 

(RTS 9 : pp. 331-2) 

Maijavalamamuni and the Srirangam acsryas draw a sharp 
line between the bhaktiyoga of the sastras and the prapatti of the 
Tirumantra, seeing them as fundamentally different and even 
ultimately opposed. Vedanta Desika, by contrast, takes pains to 
draw parallels between bhaktiyoga and prapatti as scripturally 
sanctioned upayas. He points out that the Pancaratra texts are the 
basic authority for the method of performing prapatti just as the 
Upani$ads are the main authority for the performance of bhakti¬ 
yoga. He compares the variations in mantra and procedure 
specified in Pancaratra texts to the different kinds of vidyOs 
specified in the Upanisads. (RTS 9 : p. 332) But unlike the 
Upanisadic vidyas, prapatti or nydsavidya is open to those of all 
genders and jatis and not just twice-born males. This he 
substantiates by appealing to various scriptures which refer to the 
Lord as the Refuge of all. (RTS 24 : pp. 685-6) 

As seen in the previous chapter, Vedanta Desika disputes the 
Srirangam acsryas’ contention that bhaktiyoga is destructive to the 
svarupa and contrary to the soul’s subservience and dependence 
(se§atva and paratantrya). (RTS 24 : p. 704) He objects to their 
use of Pillar’s analogy of the gold pot of holy water contaminated 
by a drop of liquor to deprecate bhaktiyoga. He claims this 
analogy is meant to apply to any upaya—bhakti or prapatti— 
practiced out of egoism. (RTS 29 : pp. 1105-6, cf. SVB 122) 
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Desika also refutes the argument (voiced in AcHj 18) that bhakti- 
yoga and its accessories are inferior or contrary to the soul’s nature 
because their qualifications are stipulated according to superficial 
characteristics such as varpa and airama : 

[Purvapaksin :] “One who knows that the body 
is distinct from the soul [knows that] there is no 
varna, asrama, etc., in the svarupa ; therefore 
the varpairama [dharmas] and other upayas 
connected with them, which are done out of the 
supposition ‘I am a brahmin’ or 'I am a k§atriya’, 
are not to be performed. Dharmas which are 
based on varpatrama, etc., are contrary to the 
svarupa. What is the fault in saying this?” 

[Siddhantin :] This is not right ; even if one 
indeed knows that there is no such thing as 
varnoirama in the svarupa, one is [still] attached 
to a body characterized by brahminhood, etc., 
based on particular [past] karmas. Therefore, in 
the same way that one must arrange to remove 
hunger and thirst that are based merely on this 
attachment to the body, until that body is 
relinquished it is not possible to give up those 
dharmas . . . which the sastras enjoin according 
to ones respective varga, asrama, and capacity. 

Thus [we argue that] is is impossible to make 
these dharmas into obstructions for the svarupa 
based on the discrimination between body and 
soul, and to conclude that they are therefore to 
be abandoned. Only one who knows the difference 
between the body and the soul will be qualified 
for these dharmas which are sadhanas to other¬ 
worldly enjoyment. The delusion that brahmin¬ 
hood, and the like exist in the svarupa is not 
[part of] the qualification for performing these 
dharmas. Only attachment to a body characterized 
by brahminhood, etc., is the qualification. There¬ 
fore we do not find upasana to be an obstruction, 
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for it is based on the [same] discrimination 
between prakrti and atman that is employed in 
the performance of all such dharmas. (RTS 24 : 
p. 704) 

Vedanta Desika argues that it is completely unfounded to 
contend that bhaktiyoga is not a valid upaya but merely a provi¬ 
sional means which ultimately obstructs the manifestation of the 
soul’s true nature and attainment of the goal. This notion, he 
argues, threatens the validity of all the sastras and indeed the 
entire basis of the Srivaisijava system. “Those who say on the one 
hand that bhakti is enjoined as an upaya in order to promote faith 
in [prapatti] deals a blow to faith in all the sastras with the other 
hand.” ( RTS 29 : p. 1108) In refuting this claim he accuses the 
Srirangam acaryas of depending too heavily on mere reasoning and 
worldly analogies for their soteriological doctrines. With regard 
to mok$a, the texts of spiritual sastras should be the primary 
authority. But, “Forcing all kinds of worldly reasoning (lokaniti) 
into moksaiastra is contrary to the text.” ( RTS 23 : p. 609) All 
these themes are brought out in the following passage, which 
presents the view of the Srirangam acaryas as a purvapak$a : 

[Purvapaksin :] “But weren’t the Upani$ads, etc., 
enjoined to particular adhikaris with the intention 
of making the sastra attractive, in the same way 
that the incantations (abhicara) were enjoined? 

For the mumuk?u, the goal should be the same as 
the means (prapya. prdpaka). For this reason, 
the Lord of Dharma condemned up§sana and the 
like etc., as obstructions to the goal, saying 
‘Since you are mortally afraid of sins, O Bharata, 
don’t do those things you have given up and be 
devoted to Nfiraya^a.” 1 

[Siddhantin :] This, too, is utterly unwarranted, 
for such things as incantations cause harm 
because of their particular results. Since the 
result here is mok$a, there is no harm following 
from it. It is contrary to the intention to claim 
that showing a single adhikari a difficult means 
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for a certain fruit will promote his desire for an 
easy [means]. One cannot prove that [upasana 
and the like] are contrary to the goal based on 
mere reason, for it is known from the sastras 
that they are in line with the goal. If one refutes 
with counter-reasonings a tenet established by 
sastra, then by the same logic all the sastras, 
even those teaching prapatti, will lose authority. 

There is no authority to say that when [the Lord 
of Dharma] says “Since you are mortally afraid 
of sins” he is deprecating upasana and the like, 
by referring to them as sins (pataka). Therefore, 
since they are both enjoined for the one seeking 
moksa (mumukfu), bhakti and prapatti are each 
to be taken up according to one’s qualification. 

(RTS 24 : pp 707-9) 

The following passages show clearly that in arguing against their 
view, Desika is above all trying to protect the meaningfulness of 
sastra: 


It is impossible to claim that, without any 
difference in the result, there is both a difficult 
and easy option open to the same qualificant 
(adhikari). If the easy upSya entailing renunci¬ 
ation [of the difficult one] is enjoined for one 
who is capable of that difficult upSya, no one 
will engage in the difficult upaya. . . Thus all 
the sastras enjoining the difficult upaya would be 
without authority. It is utterly unwarranted to 
say that the difficult upaya [bhaktiyoga] is [first] 
enjoined in order to stimulate [performance of] 
the easy upaya [prapatti] and then prohibited. 
If one was to claim that those things which are 
[really] not upayas are enjoined as upayas it 
would unfortunately result that iruti and smrti 
would be delusory sastras. [Then] even the 
notion of [the Lord as] the Refuge could not be 
established. (RTS 29 : p. 1041-42) 
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[But], since the qualifications for uplsana and 
prapatti (prapadana) are differentiated, both 
sastras are purposeful. (RTS 29 : p. 1048) 

Furthermore, he argues, even if bhaktiyoga is admitted to be 
an effective—though slower—means to the same goal, it cannot be 
said that it is enjoined only for those of lesser knowledge and faith 
(as in PilJai Lokacarya’s medicine analogy, 5>VB 127-8). This 
would also threaten the sastras, by implying that authoritative 
figures such as Vyasa, who are known indisputably from the 
scriptures as practitioners of bhaktiyoga, are either impostors or 
men of inferior knowledge and faith. 

Since they were competent persons and were able 
to stand delay, Vyasa and others engaged in 
upisana. But they did not engage in these 
because they were deficient in knowledge or faith. 

(RTS 29 : p 1052) 

If it be said that a person with full knowledge 
and faith is qualified for prapatti, while one 
weak in knowledge and faith is qualified for 
upasana, [it would result that] such men as 
Vyasa, who had full knowledge and faith, were 
not [really] qualified for the upasana [they 
engaged in]. (RTS 29 : p. 1042) 

2. QUALIFICATION AND RELINQUISHMENT 
IN THE CARAM A S' LOKA 

Vedanta Desika objects to the Srirangam acaryas' interpreta¬ 
tion of sarva dharman parityajya largely because of the threat it 
poses to the authority and integrity of the sastras. In accord with 
the tradition, he takes sarvadharman to mean “all the various forms 
of upasana along with their accessories which are enjoined in the 
sistras for the purpose of mok?a,” (RTS 29 : pp. 1034-5) But he 
parts company with the Srirangam acaryas in taking parityajya not 
as a vidhi but as an anuvada —a statement of what has already 
occurred. Thus he does not interpret it as a command for all to 
abandon bhaktiyoga and the sastric dharmas. Rather, parityajya 
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refers to the state of those who, having given up bhaktiyoga for 
lack of qualification, are therefore eligible for prapatti. 

The relinquishing referred to in parityajya means 
the aversion (nairaiya) to other upSyas which 
arises from one’s state of helplessness (akih- 
canya). This is referred to in [the passage] 

“[Resort to] me by this prapatti, preceeded only 
by helplessness.’' [Pancaratra?] The prefix pari 
states the extreme aversion of one who is utterly 
helpless because he realizes his complete lack of 
fitness. [Thus] total relinquishment is the state 
of being without the inappropriate desire to do 
things that are too difficult for one .... The 
aim of this anuvada is to demonstrate the 
particular qualification [for prapatti]. The prefix 
pari indicates the complete development of 
qualification. In the statement, “Having reached 
this impermanent and cheerless world, worship 
me,” “having reached” is not an order ; rather 
it explains that “you have reached and are now 
living [in this world].” Similarly, we should take 
this form here to mean, “you who are standing 
here [after] having given up [all dharmas].” 

Since it is found [to have this meaning] in other 
contexts as well, it is impossible to conclude by 
evidence alone that renunciation is an [enjoined] 
afiga. (RTS 29 : pp. 1036-7) 

Desika marshalls several arguments against interpreting 
parityajya as enjoining an anga of prapatti. He dismisses the idea 
that it commands mental renunciation of other dharmas while 
actually performing them. This would mean that bhaktiyoga and 
all its accessories, performed with mental renunciation, would 
become angas of prapatti. Since prapatti is accepted as an anga 
of bhaktiyoga, the two upayas would become indistinguishable in 
practice. (RTS 29 : p. 1054) He forcefully attacks the view that 
an actual renunciation (svarupatyaga) of these dharmas is enjoined 
here as an anga of prapatti. The term “ svarupatyaga ” is signifi¬ 
cant. The Srirangam acaryas never use this word in explaining 
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their interpretation, but in his subcommentary on Ramanuja’s 
Gita Bh&sya, Desika uses “ svarUpatydga ” to refer to Sankara’s 
interpretation of sarva dharmon parityajya as an injunction to 
outright renunciation of all activity. ( TPC 18.66, p. 603) Desika 
seems to be trying to tar the Srirangam acaryas with the Advaitins’ 
brush. Indeed, he criticizes their view for entailing the same kinds 
of contradictions and threats to scriptural authority as the Advaitin 
view. The major problem with the vidhipaksa, as Desika sees it, is 
its antinomian implications. This would mean that after under¬ 
taking prapatti, even general dharmas like speaking the truth and 
reverencing one’s acarya would have to be given up. Even service 
to the Lord—the very goal of the subservient soul—is regulated by 
varija and asrama in this life, so that could not be performed 
either. All the sastras dealing with these dharmas would be 
rendered meaningless: without the sastras, men would behave like 
animals. {RTS 29 : pp 1044-5) 8 

He dismisses piUai Lokacarya’s answer to the antinomian 
problem as inadequate (cf. Mumu 205-10) : 

[Purvapaksin:] “Since the dharmas in the form 
of activities stated in prohibitory commands are 
not done for one’s own self-protection, they are 
not in conflict with the svarupa. Therefore, here 
only renunciation of dharmas having the form of 
activity is intended.” 

[Siddhantin:] This line [of reasoning] is stupid. 

It is established in the world and in the Veda that 
even abstention is a particular kind of activity 
which may also be for the purpose of one’s 
protection. (RTS 29: p. 1045) 

Nor can the antinomian problem be averted by saying that actual 
renunciation of dharmas is only enjoined for the moment of 
prapatti. This position entails other logical inconsistencies : 

If this be said, then [we reply that] it is not 
necessary to enjoin svarupatydga of things which 
are unlikely to occur [at that time]. If svaru- 
patyaga of things which are likely is enjoined, 
then it would result that prapatti must be done 
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after leaving off things like living in the Lord’s 
territory, [wearing the] topknot, sacred thread, 
urdhvapuQdra , etc.—all of which might be present. 

(RTS 29: p. 1045) 

Furthermore, he points out that it is ridiculous to suppose that the 
the Lord is here enjoining renunciation of dharmas for which one 
is not even qualified. But if the intended meaning is renunciation 
of dharmas for which one is qualified, then this sloka enjoining 
prapatti would apply only to those qualified for bhaktiyoga, etc. 
Prapatti would then lose its open qualification. (RTS 29 : p. 1039) 
If it be argued that the soul is ordered to give up these dharmas 
of which he is essentially incapable by virtue of his extreme 
dependency on the Lord, then “By the same logic, even the 
[injunction] vraja itself would not be fitting. Saying that the 
jivtttman is eternally incapable of other upayas would only 
confirm the anuvada view to which they object.” (RTS 29: p. 1040) 
Desika is prepared to admit a limited validity to the vidhi 
interpretation which is consistent with logic and scripture and 
avoids antinomianism. It is possible to interpret it as an injunction 
of something other than outright renunciation (svarUpatyttga), for 
“all these contradictory prasaiigas obtain only when svarupatydga 
is affirmed.” (RTS 29 : p. 1054) The following passages show 
clearly that it is the proximity of the Srirangam acSryas’ interpre¬ 
tation to the Advaita position, and the threat that view poses for 
sSstric validity, which most troubles him : 

When this “parityajya” is an injunction (vidhi), 
there is no contradiction in meaning if one says 
that, in accord with the injunction in the chapter 
on prapatti [Lak?mi Tantra 17] it enjoins the 
anga of destitution (karpayya) in the form of 
reflecting on one’s own helplessness (akihcanya). 

Thus, the statement sarvadharmttn parityajya 
would refer to how all dharmas have fallen away 
to the point that one has even lost all fitness, as 
stated in such passages as, “I am an abode of 
sins, helpless and with no recourse,” (AhS 37.30) 
and “I am not established in dharma.” ® This is 
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a meaning which does not readily present itself, 
but since it is in accord with many scriptures, its 
authority is more acceptable than the meaning 
of outright renunciation (svarupatyOga) of all 
dharmas as proposed by people like Sankara in 
violation of those scriptures. As for the vidhi 
interpretation, it is also appropriate to say that 
[it states] the self-sufficiency (nairapek$ya) of 
prapatti: that one need perform no dharma for 
the purpose of prapatti. Then the prefix pari 
would mean that these [dharma?] which render 
general fitness are not accepted as angas for this 
[prapatti]. ( RTS 29 : pp. 1038-9) 

Therefore, for prapatti, which has no need of the 
ahgas of karma, etc, which are involved in 
upasana, no dharma need be taken as an anga. 
This is the appropriate interpretation of the view 
that renunciation is enjoined (tyagavidhipak$a). 
But in this interpretation, too, qualification for 
prapatti belongs to those without the capability 
for other upayas or else to those who, if they do 
have [that capability], have no patience for delay. 
If the qualification for prapatti is [maintained] as 
such, there is no contradiction with any authority. 
( RTS 29 : pp. 1045-6) 

There are a few more ways to interpret renunci¬ 
ation as an injunction (vidhi) in such a way that 
there will be no conflict with other authorities. 
These are : (1) that it tells one who is engaged 
in something of which he is incapable to stop it, 
(2) that it tells one who is inclined to do things 
which are excluded for him because they are too 
difficult that these are not necessary, (3) that it 
states [prapatti’s] exclusivity, meaning that if one 
joins one of the alternative upayas to this 
[prapatti] it will be obstructed, on the analogy of 
the brahmastra, {RTS 29 : p. 1069) 

*- . : V. '',.. 4 . V fc • ; •• • = , ; / ! . 
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Thus Desika allows no interpretation of parityajya as a vidhi which 
ignores or contradicts the doctrine that bhakti and prapatti are 
equally valid, alternative upayas to moksa and that qualification 
for prapatti is limited to those disqualified for bhaktiyoga. As he 
sees it, this is the only view which preserves the validity of all the 
sastras. 

In the context of the Bhagavad Gita, Vedanta Desika prefers to 
interpret sarvadharman parityajya as a reference to Arjuna’s state of 
helplessness at being disqualified for bhaktiyoga because of his 
great eagerness to attain the Lord and inability to bear any 
difficulties or delays. It is Arjuna’s anxiety over this situation 
which the teaching of the Caramasloka was given to dispel, 
culminating in its final injunction, ma sucah —“do not fear.” 
(jRTS 29 : p. 1149) Desika admits some validity to the idea that 
Kjsna taught bhaktiyoga to test Arjuna and inspire his zeal for 
prapatti. But it is only the short summary of bhaktiyoga in the 
three verses immediately preceding the Caramasloka (BHG 
18.63-65) which Desika interprets in this way. Kfspa recognized 
Arjuna’s great eagerness for the goal and distress at the difficulty 
and delays of bhaktiyoga. But rather than immediately teaching 
prapatti. He summarized bhaktiyoga one more time. After 
heightening Arjuna’s grief and fear in this way, Kr?na then dis¬ 
pelled it by proclaiming the Caramasloka which teaches SarapOgati 
as the easy and fast way to attainment of the Lord. (RTS 29: pp 
1150-51) 

However, Desika cannot allow the Mumuk?uppati to get away 
with claiming that the entire teaching of bhaktiyoga, jnanayoga and 
karmayoga up to this point in the Gita was only a ruse. It cannot 
be that these things are not really upayas or dharmas, but were 
taught this way to Arjuna only in order to wear away his wilful 
arrogance and lead him to surrender to the Lord as the only true 
Upaya and Dharma. (Mumu 257-9) This interpretation he sees as 
extremely threatening to the authority of all the sastras. 

It is said [by some people] that Sana dharman 
is an exaggerated reference to those things which 
appeared to be dharmas because of Arjuna’s 
[mistaken] understanding of [Knga’s] teaching. 

That teaching was [actually] intended otherwise— 
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to make him take up unnecessary burdens in 
order to contain his arrogance. 10 These dharmas 
for moksa ( nivrttidharmas ) are renowned as the 
greatest of all dharmas in passages such as the 
following: “Among all these—sacrifice, moral 
conduct, control, ahimsd, study, rites—the 
highest dharma is indeed this—vision of the 
[param]atman by yoga.” "Of all dharmas, indeed 
the highest is the Vaisoava law.” “No more 
meritorious Vedic karma is enjoined than worship 
of Visnu.” 11 If these are not [really] dharmas, 
then by the principle of “how much more” the 
worldly dharmas (pravrtiidharmas) would not be 
dharmas either, and there would be no authority 
for any of the sastras. [Those who hold this 
view] would enter the camp of the heretics and 
short-sighted ones. 12 ( RTS 24 : p. 696) 

NOTES TO CHAPTER THREE 

1. Robert Lester (see bibliography) has argued that since 
Ramanuja never recognized prapatti as a separate upaya in 
his Vedintic works, he could not be the author the Sarandgati 
Gadya where prapatti appears to be a separate and self- 
sufficient means. John B. Carman, evaluating Lester’s views 
in Chapter 17 of his Theology of Ramanuja (New Haven : 
Yale University Press, 1974) concludes that there is insufficient 
evidence to deny Ramanuja’s authorship of the Gadya. 
I would agree with Carman that the view of prapatti seen in 
the Gadyas does not presuppose its distinction from bhakti- 
yoga, nor is it incapatible with Ramanuja’s explanation of 
prapatti in the Gitabha$ya. Vasudha Narayanan (Rajagopalan) 
in her dissertation (see bibliography) has challenged Lester’s 
position and tried to show that the distinction between bhakti 
and prapatti, which is foreshadowed even prior to Ramanuja, 
becomes clear in the writings of the first generation of iciryas 
after him. 
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2. The earliest reference to the Brahmastra analogy in Sri- 
vaifijava literature seems to be JS 28. Magavglam&muni 
explains it in commenting on this verse, and Vedinta Desika 
mentions it in RTS 29 : p. 1069 and elsewhere. 

3. P'iriya Tirumoli 6.10.6, NDP 1543. 

4. Ra 6.47.129 ff. 

5. Here Manav5|am5muni refers to a passage in the Ramayapa 
(Ra 3.37.13) where Rama is called the Dharma incarnate, and 
in the MahabhOrata (Mbh 3.86.22) where Kf$Qa is called the 
eternal Dharma. 

6. Attributed to Vispu Dharma 66.71-2. 

7. This is the same Visnu Dharma passage (see previous note) 
cited by Ma^avajamamuni in Mumu 201. 

8. “[There is] the view [interpreting parityajya to mean] that 
actual renunciation (smrupatyaga) of all the dharmas of 
which one is capable (in accord with one’s jati, etc.) is 
enjoined as an anga of prapatti. [We argue that] this view 
would result, subsequent to prapatti, in the loss of (1) service 
which obtains according to qualifications of varga, asrama, 
etc., 2) the general dharmas like ahimsa and speaking the 
truth, and 3) dependence on the acarya and the like. Rather 
people would only roam around like cattle, beasts, or birds”. 
(RTS 29: pp. 1044-5) 

9. Yamuna’s Stotra Ratna 22, SM p. 26. 

10. Desika’s term is cerukku, pride or arrogance, a close synonym 
of Pillai Lokacarya’s word kafippu (wantonness, wilfulness) in 
Mumu 268. 

11. These quotations are attributed to Yojflavalkya Smfti 1.8, 
Mbh 13.36.24 (not found in the critical edition), and VyOsa 
Smfti. 

12. In DeBika’s works, kudr$ti —short-sighted ones—usually 
refers to Advaitins. 
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IS PRAPATTi AN UPAVA ? 

A. INTRODUCTION 

Whethere or not prapatti has the right to be called an uplya 
is a question that plays a central role in the soteriological dispute 
between the Srirangam and Kanchi acSryas. The upayatva issue is 
far more than a terminological quibble, for it has important 
doctrinal implications for the nature of the Lord and the soul and 
their roles in salvation. If prapatti is admitted to be an action 
that the soul performs, and one which is instrumental and necessary 
for his salvation, then it must be acknowledged to be an upSya or 
means. In this case, the soul must be seen as having some agency 
and responsibility in his own salvation. This affects the inter¬ 
pretation of the soul’s subservience and dependence and the Lord’s 
autonomy. If prapatti is not a performance necessary and instru¬ 
mental in salvation, then it cannot be called an upSya. The Lord 
would then have full agency and responsibility for saving the soul. 
This view has repercussions for the soul’s angency. Lord’s 
egalitarian mercy, and the meaningfulness of sastric injunctions of 
upayas for moksa. Both positions have their difficulties, as their 
opponents are quick to point out. 

According to the Srirangam acaayas, it is contrary to the soul’s 
essential nature of dependence for him to perform any act for his 
own salvation. It will later be shown that they also consider it an 
affront to the Lord’s unlimited autonomy if He cannot save the 
soul solely out of His own will and power, but must depend on 
some frail action on the soul’s part to carry out His aim. 
MapavSlarntmuni and the Srirangam Scsryas argue that prapatti is 
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not to be seen as something that forces, wins or earns the Lord’s 
grace. On the contrary, it is the Lord’s gracious will and over¬ 
whelming efforts to save—through teaching, avataras, etc.—which 
prompt the soul to surrender to Him. Therefore God is to be 
considered the sole means for salvation and prapatti must be seen 
as an incidental effect of that grace, without any instrumental 
efficacy of its own. 

Vedanta Desika considers it proper for the soul to perform the 
appropriate upaya which the Lord has enjoined for his salvation, 
using the dependent agency and limited autonomy which the Lord 
has granted him. If Isvara chose to save some souls and not 
others, without regard to the code of conduct and prescriptions of 
upayas which He has laid down in the sastras, it would render 
these scriptures meaningless and lay the Lord open to the charge 
of cruelty and partiality. Desika affirms that the Lord is the 
ultimate upaya for salvation since He is the only one with the 
power to grant the final goal. But the soul’s performance of 
bhakti or prapatti must be seen as having some upayatva or 
instrumental efficacy, for it serves to placate the Lord’s anger at 
the soul’s past offenses so that He can graciously grant attainment 
of Himself Thus the Kanchi Scaryas call the Lord the 
Siddhopaya —the ever-accomplished means who stands eternally 
willing to save; bhakti and prapatti are called sadhyopayas —means 
that remain to be accomplished. The soul’s performance of the 
enjoined sadhyopaya acts as a pretext (vyaja) to appease the Lord’s 
anger at past offenses so that He can graciously grant the supreme 
goal—moksa and attainment of Himself. 

Whether the Lord always needs some kind of performance on 
the part of the soul as a pretext to save is an important question 
closely related to the upayatva issue. Since it holds particular 
significance for understanding the interrelationship between Divine 
autonomy and mercy, it will be discussed separately in Chapter 
Six. 

The present chapter focuses on Mapavalamamuni’s and 
Vedanta Desika’s views on whether the soul’s surrender to the 
Lord can be called an upaya in the light of the soul’s svarupa, the 
nature of prapatti, and the role that the soul’s surrender plays in 
salvation in comparison to the Lord’s will and efforts. The 
Srirangam ScSryas demonstrate their informal rhetorical style and 
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the high value they place on devotionalism in explicating their 
position on this issue. Relying heavily on everyday analogies and 
metaphors, as well as passages from the Alvar’s hymns, epics, and 
puranas, they bring out the soul’s absolute poverty and dependence 
on the Lord as the sole means and agent for his salvation. Vedanta 
Desika’s exposition of prapatti as an upaya demonstrates his 
training in philosophy and dharmasSstra. By appealing to logic 
and scripture, he rigorously defends the VedSntic doctrine of the 
soul’s agency, the Lord’s egalitarianism as the judge of karma, 
and—most importantly—the validity of sSstric injunctions of 
prapatti as an upaya to be performed. 


B. MAISAVA^AMAMUNI : 

1. PRAPA TTI AND THE LORD'S UP A YA TV A 

The previous chapters showed that the Srirangam acSryas 
describe prapatti chiefly in terms of knowledge and cessation— 
knowledge of the soul’s true dependence on the Lord and the 
resulting cessation of all one’s own efforts at self-protection. The 
fact that it involves cessation rather than activity distinguishes 
prapatti from bhaktiyoga and makes it easier to undertake. This 
is brought out in the following passage from Srivacana Bhu?apa, 
in which MarjavSlamamuni refers to Rama Misra’s definition of 
prapatti as “cessation of one’s own activity that obstructs the 
Lord’s activity.” 1 

135. It is an effect of knowledge of the soul’s true 
nature, it is appropriate to the svarupa, [and] as it 
is said, “No need to exert,” (TVN 9.1.7) it is 
accomplished by cessation; therefore it is easy. 

This means that prapatti comes about from 
realizing one’s utter dependence on the Lord, 
which is the soul’s true nature as stated in the 
middle word of the Tirumantra [namas]. ... In 
keeping with that svarOpa of dependence .... 
there is no need to do any activity, for [prapatti] 
is effected by cessation of one’s own activity, as 
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stated in [Rama Misra’s] definition : “Cessation 
of one’s own activity is prapatti.” Therefore, it 
is easy to do. (SVB 135) 

In the Mumuk$uppati, prapatti’s easiness is cited as evidence 
that it is the Lord alone who is really the upaya. 

272. Since he has taught a difficult way and an 
easy way to the same goal, it must be that the 
upaya is not these two but the Lord's grace alone. 

For the one goal—attainment of the Lord—he has 
taught two paths. The path of bhakti is difficult 
because it must be accomplished by means of its 
ancillaries (karma, jnana, etc.) in many births. 

. . . The path of prapatti is easy because it is 
performed once and for all, after first ceasing 
all activity as stated in “sarva dharman 
parityajya.” Therefore the difficulty or easiness 
of the sadhana is not of essential importance. 

Rather it is the grace (prasada) of the One who 
grants the goal [of salvation] because of some 
pretext ( tattatvyajena) 3 which matters. There¬ 
fore, rather than these two—bhakti or prapatti— 
the grace of the Lord must be the upaya. 

(Mumu 272) 

But the Srirangam acSryas do not stop with characterizing 
prapatti merely as cessation. Some positive attributes are presen 
on the part of the soul in surrender to the Lord. Mapava]amamuni 
himself makes this point in introducing the very next cur$ai. 

Even if that is so, isn’t there anything that needs 
to be present on the part of the soul for attain¬ 
ment? To this [PiUai Lokacarya] replies: 

273. What is needed for attainment is not to 
prevent and to request (Vilakkamaiyum irappum). 

(Mumu 273) 

The reference to requesting implies that prapatti includes an 
element of will or desire. . M^havajamamuni aad the Srirangam 
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ScSryas often describe prapatti in terms of accepting protection 
(rakfanasvikara, rakfapdnumati), requesting that the Lord be the 
refuge, choosing the upaya (upOyavaranam), resolving firmly that 
the Lord is the upaya and having faith that the goal will be 
attained. But while admitting that self-surrender involves know¬ 
ledge and will (jnana, cikirsd) the Srirangam acaryas make it 
clear that prapatti involves no effort (prayatna); in fact it demands 
a cessation of all effort. Thus they can still deny that prapatti is 
an action which the soul performs. We saw that Sudareana Suri 
had defined the agent (karta) of an action as the locus of know¬ 
ledge, will and effort. If surrender involves only knowledge and will, 
without effort, then it is not an action of which the soul is the 
agent. Indeed, as we have seen, the Srirangam acaryas argue that 
it is the Lord who makes all the effort with regard to the soul’s 
salvation. If prapatti is not the soul’s action, then it cannot be 
seen as an Upaya he performs. All agency and upayatva must 
belong to the Lord. 

In interpreting the verbs of the Caramasloka and Dvaya 
mantras, PiJlai Lokacarya explains that prapatti is a mental 
phenomenon, involving no effort or instrumentality. He glosses 
'‘vraja" as “think (buddhipartnu) or “resolve firmly’’/ adhyavasOyi-). 
(Mumu 238-9) “Prapadye” is said to mean “1 resort to 
(parr.ukiren) the Lord “mentally” (manasamaka ), (Mumu 154-55) 
To explicate these curriais, Mapavalamamuni quotes the more 
extensive definitions of prapatti given in PiUai Lokacarya’s 
Parantapati and Sriyahpatippati: 

This kind of thinking is a special cognition 
(jnanavisesa) consisting of firm resolve, one which 
1) lies outside the category of things to be 
abandoned, 2) is not included in category of the 
upaya, 3) is preceded by relinquishing other 
means (prttpakantara), 4) consists of consenting 
to the Lord’s protection, 5) is an effect of [the 
soul’s] sentience, 6) implies a prayer, 7) makes 
the Lord rejoice, 8) is in accord with the soul’s 
essential nature, and 9) is without [the possi¬ 
bility] of failure or delay, 8 ( Mumu 239) 
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This special form of understanding (buddhiviie$a) 
is a particular way of thinking which : 1) results 
from recognizing that one is a ie$a of no one else 
[but the Lord], is distinct from other upSyas, 

3) consists of accepting the Lord as a protector, 

4) is to be done once and for all, 5) has neither 
vacillation nor delay, 6) everyone is qualified for, 

7) has no rigid rules [regarding performance], 

8) does not require that one’s last thoughts [at 
the moment of death be on the Lord], 9) is very 
easy to do, 10) contains a request, 11) consists of 
firm faith. 4 ( Mumu 155) 

PilJai LokicSrya brings up an important point: prapatti 
naturally results in words and gestures of submission and surrender. 
But these are only expressions of prapatti which is essentially mental 
and volitional. It is the Lord who is the instrument of salvation, 
not any activity on the part of the soul, and therefore such expres¬ 
sions are not essential. 

155. Even if one resorts [to Him] by speech and 
body , there is no loss of the final attainment. But 
since moksa is from knowledge (jfiSnSt raok?a) it 
should be mental. 

.... Since it is declared that "mok?a is from 
knowledge” resorting [to the Lord] should come 
about mentally. ... [But] does thought alone 
suffice? Or is it necessary to accept [the Lord] by 
all three agents, as in such statements as “by 
mind and body and speech” ( TVM 6.5.11)? To 
this he replies : 

156. Since He is the uptlya, and these three are 
not the direct updya, there is no restriction saying 
all three are required. 

The upaya for accomplishing the result is the 
Lord to whom one resorts. The resorting which 
takes place by the three agents is not the direct 
upaya (saksdt updya); at the outset it may appear 
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to be the upSya, but then [that notion] disap¬ 
pears. Therefore only one acceptance, consisting 
of faith that the result will be accomplished, is 
sufficient. There is no restriction that all three 
are needed. (Mumu 155-6) 

Even if prapatti is not an action but merely mental and 
volitional acceptance of the Lord, salvation is never seen apart 
from such acceptance. Therfore it might be conculed that the 
soul’s acceptance is necessary and instrumental in salvation and 
thus could be called an upSya. MapavSjamSmuni is aware of this 
argument; he even admits that the fact the prapatti is ‘'liable to be 
viewed as the upaya at first sight, even though it has no upSyatva 
in reality” is a fault of prapatti. (S' VA 134) In the Mumuk$uppati, 
this issue is raised and countered by asserting that the soul’s 
surrender and acceptance of the Lord is an effect of the efforts of 
the Lord—the true Upaya—and not the upapa itself. 

Since this upaya will not be efficacious without 
subsequent acceptance, acceptance is absolutely 
necessary. So in this case, how can upSyatva be 
ruled out ? To this question, [Pillai LokScSrya] 
replies : 

223. Even acceptance itself has come from Him 
alone. 

After acceptance, this (goal of] destroying what 
the soul does not want and making him attain 
his desire comes about from the Lord alone. In 
the same way, the very acceptance which proceeds 
this also comes about from Him alone. Thus it 
is said that acceptance is not the upSya but an 
effect of the upSya. (Mumu 223) 

In support of this view, Pi]]ai LokScarya cites a phrase from 
NammSlvSr’s Tiruvaymoli : “That, too, is but his sweet grace 
(atuvumavanatin a rule)." (Mumu 225) The stanza reads : 

In order to reach, by His grace, the Lord of 
those supreme in wisdom [the nltyasBris]; 

I.placed him in my mind. When he entered 
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into me, I realized—that, too, is but His sweet 
grace ! (TVM 8.3.3) 

Magava[amamuni explains that Namm5lv5r is referring to his own 
acceptance when he talks of placing the Lord in his mind with the 
desire to attain him. But when he then says, “That, too, is but 
His sweet, grace,” this shows that Nammalvar subsequently 
realized “that this very acceptance came about solely by the Lord’s 
uncaused mercy (nirhetukakrpa). Therefore, we have to take it 
that acceptance, too, is the fruit of His labor.” (Mumu 225) Since 
prapatti is an effect and not a cause of the Lord’s saving grace, 
MaijavaJamamuni concludes that "we must think of acceptance [of 
the Lord] as worthless.” (ibid.) Otherwise, it would compromise 
the self sufficiency of the Lord as upaya, as Pi]]ai Lokacarya 
explains immediately following : “One should think that even 
without this [acceptance] he would do the work [of saving the soul]. 
Otherwise, [the Lord’s] lack of need for [other] upayas (upayanaira- 
peksya) won’t be maintained.” (Mumu 226-7) 

Piljai Lokacarya then summarizes how the soul’s acceptance 
of the Lord is to be understood once it is denied to be necessary or 
instrumental for salvation: 

This [acceptance] is 1) in order to remove the 
problem of everyone being released (sarvamukti- 
prasahga), 2) for the purpose of mental peace, 

3) an effect of sentience, 4) done voluntarily 
(rOgaprOpta), 5) established in the soul’s nature 
(svarupa), 6) a demonstration of non-rejection. 

(.Mumu 228) 6 

MatjavaJamamuni’s commentary, though brief, reveals how the 
Srirangam acaryas’ position on upSyatva ties in with their views 
on the nature of the soul and the Lord. 

1) This acceptance is a way to remove the 
sarvamuktiprasanga which states that since there 
is nothing required on our part when the Lord 
brings about salvation, everyone should be 
released [from samsara], 2) It is a way to bring 
peace of mind [to the soul] and keep him from 
being disturbed by wondering, “What is the basis 
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for thinking that the one who has not saved me 
for so long will save me today ?” 3) Since the 
soul sentient and not insentient, the resolution 
that the Lord alone is the upaya is an effect of 
that sentience. 4) Rather than being obligatory 
(vaidya), this [acceptance] is done voluntarily by 
the soul cognizant of its delightfulness (rasajfian). 

5) It is not at variance with the soul’s nature 
but is firmly established in that nature—as one 
who is to be protected by Him alone. 6) From 
time immemorial the soul has been rejecting the 
protection the Lord offers by trying to protect 
himself. This [prapatti] demonstrates that he has 
dropped these [efforts]. (Mumu 228) 

Here MaijavaJamamuni seems to say that it is natural for the soul 
whose true nature is subservience and dependence, and who is 
endowed with jnatftva and bhoktftva, to manifest these qualities 
by joyfully recognizing and accepting the Lord as the means for his 
salvation, thus demonstrating that he has stopped resisting the 
Lord’s protection by clinging to his own self-efforts. The point is 
that this kind of passive acceptance is not instrumental in winning 
the Lord’s grace, but is an incidental effect—almost a by-product— 
of that grace and the soul’s God-given sentience. PiJlai Lokacarya 
brings out the naturalness of this response of the soul to the Lord’s 
grace with an analogy : “The feet of the 8e§i is the place of refuge 
(turai) where the sesa settles down, just as a child places his 
mouth on the breast.” {Mumu 147) 

The previous passage also gives two reasons why the Lord 
seems to wait for a show of acceptance before saving the soul. 
First, it is a device to foster the soul’s mental peace. The impli 
cation is that if the individual soul can point to a moment of 
acceptance, he can feel confident that the Lord has truly chosen to 
save him. Secondly, it explains why everyone has not already been 
saved. The sarvamuktiprasanga is one of Vedanta Desika’s most 
forceful arguments against the position of the Srirangam Scaryas : 
If God demands nothing on the soul’s part to save him, and if He 
is truly merciful, all souls should have been eternally released from 
samsara. Desika extends this argument by pointing out the 
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vai$amyanairghfnyaprasanga : since only some souls have been 
saved, and others are still in saihsara, God can be charged with 
cruelty to some and partiality to others. (RTS 24 : pp. 705-6) 
It is significant that PiJlai Lokacarya and Mapava|am§muni bring 
up only the first part of the argument in this context. Asserting 
that the Lord waits for a show of acceptance from the soul may 
explain why not all souls have been released, but it does not get 
around the problem of divine cruelty and partiality if such 
acceptance is also affirmed to be an effect of the Lord’s grace 
alone. Why does God foster acceptance in some and not in others? 
It will be shown in Chapter Six that (with certain qualifications) 
the Srirangam acaryas defend the Lord’s right to save whom He 
chooses, when He chooses, strictly out of His own will. 

In short, by denying any instrumentality to the soul’s activity 
in salvation and attributing even his passive acceptance to the 
Lord’s efforts, the Srirangam acaryas affirm that the Lord alone has 
a right to be called the upaya. The Lord is truly the Siddhopaya, 
the perfect, ever-accomplished Upaya, and the Nirapeksopaya, the 
means which needs nothing else as an aid to accomplish the goal 
of salvation—not even the soul’s surrender. The Mumuk$uppati 
explains that this doctrine of the Lord’s exclusive upayatva is 
condensed in the word ekam of the Caramasloka’s mam ekam 
iaranam vraja —“Take refuge in me alone.” Pillai Lokacarya says 
that “by this [word ekam] upayatva is excluded from the acceptance 
stated in vraja.” (Mumu 222) whereas “previously He excluded 
the condition of ‘Himself and others, 1 here He excludes the condi¬ 
tion of ‘Himself and the soul’.” (Mumu 229) Mahava)amamuni 
explains that the injunction to reliquish all other dharmas (sarva 
dharman parityajya) has already excluded them from having any 
cooperating agency or instrumental efficacy in the case of prapatti. 
The word ekam would be redundant if that was all it meant. But 
since salvation is never seen apart from acceptance, one might 
reason that acceptance itself is an upaya cooperating with the 
Siddhopaya. Therefore, the purpose of the word ekam is speci¬ 
fically to exclude his acceptance from participating in upaya. 
(Mumu 222, 229)® 

The Srirangam acaryas’ uncompromising denial of prapatti’s 
upayatva and assertion that the Siddhopaya has no need for any 
external aid is brought out in tirivacana Bhufapa (56-59). Here we 
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find a rare instance where MaftavSlamSmuni is obviously using 
PiJlai LokicSrya’s cryptic verses as an opportunity to take a stand 
against the Kanchi acaryas’ doctrines that 1) prapatti or self- 
surrender is an upaya having five angas (as described in 
Paflcaratra), and 2) prapatti cooperates with the SiddhopOya (the 
Lord) as the sadhyopaya or means to be accomplished. For the 
Srirangam acaryas, the only anga of prapatti is relinquishing other 
means as stated in sarvadharmdn parityajya. Here Mapavlla- 
mamuni raises an objection : according to the principle “what¬ 
ever has aAgas is a sadhana,” prapatti must be admitted as a 
sadhana or upaya. He replies that since this aAga is in the from of 
cessation, and not a positive activity, it cannot be an agga in the 
usual sense. We have already cited how Vedanta Desika rejects this 
kind of reasoning, arguing, that “even cessation is a particular 
kind of activity.” ( RTS 29 : p. 1045) 

55. The nature of this [prapatti] is inability to 
tolerate itself. 

The unique feature of this prapatti .... is that it 
cannot support having itself—that is, choosing the 
Upaya—be an upaya. This means that if it is 
described as it truly is, and not as it first appears 
(apatapratiti), it cannot be rightly called an 
upaya .... [But] since it is enjoined with an anga 
in the Caramasloka, won’t the principle that, 
'Whatever has augas is a sadhana’ apply here?” 

Realizing that this principle is inapplicable here 
once the nature of the anga is demonstrated, he 
replies : 

56. The anga is not tolerating anything but itself. 

“Not tolerating but itself” means that it tolerates 
nothing by way of the soul’s activity, except for 
itself—that is, [mere] acceptance. The anga for 
this is just to completely relinquish all activities 
in the form of sadhana. The statement, “What¬ 
ever has ahgas. . .” refers to things accompanied 
by angas in the form of activity (pravptti). But 
this has an anga in the form of cessation ( nivptti ), 
thus showing it is not an upiya.(S^KJ5 55-6) 


15 
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However, the five angas of prapatti or iarapOgati described 
in Pancaratra ( dnukulyasankalpa, prdtikulyavarjana, etc.) are a 
problem for the Srirangam acaryas, for the texts clearly call them 
ahgas. (See AhS 37.28, LT 17.77-9.) Appealing to PiUai 
LokacSrya’s Parantapati, Manava)amamuni argues that these 
cannot be considered true angas of the upaya without compro¬ 
mising the self-sufficiency of the Siddhopaya; thus they are to be 
understood as naturally-arising characteristics (sambhavita- 
svabhOvahkal) of self-surrender. 

57. The updya supports itself 

[This means] since it is the Lord alone—the 
Siddhopaya—who dertroys what the soul doesn’t 
want and grants what he desires, it is fitting to 
call Him the upaya. ... It is implied that this 
does not support anything other than itself. 

The Siddhopaya is intolerant of association with 
other aids. This truth he [Pi[[ai Lokacarya] 
revealed in the Parantapati 7 saying, "Since this 
particular upaya does not tolerate anything other 
than itself, anukulyasahkalpa, etc., cannot be 
designated as angas to the upaya. Rather they 
are characteristics which arise in the process 
(sambhavitasvabhavankal), like sweat when 
pounding [rice].” (&VB 57) 

Magavalamamuni explains how choosing the Lord alone as 
the upaya differs from up ay as such as bhaktiyoga, where a 
sadhyopaya with angas must be performed by the soul. These 
other means are only for those devoted to their own efforts in 
ignorance of their essential dependence on the Lord. 

58. Other updyas support both. 

A sadhyopaya that is different from the Siddho¬ 
paya is enjoined as a sadhana for people ingnorant 
of their own dependence and devoted to their 
own efforts. [Such a sadhyopaya] tolerates the 
attribution of upayatva to itself, and demands 
ah gas in the form of activities (pravrttirupahga 
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sapeksa) when it is undertaken. Thus it supports 
things different from itself. 

59. This bears neither. 

Prapatti, which 1) occurs in the form of choosing 
the Siddhopaya, 2) is accomplished by cessation, 
and 3) is an attribute of the adhikarx, is 
intolerant of both [upayatva and angas]. There¬ 
fore, it is impossible for prapatti to be an upaya, 
for it comes about in a form different from that 
of “Siddhopaya and sadhyopaya.” (BVB 58-9) 

PiJlai Lokacarya states that the superiority of the Siddhopaya to 
the other sadhyopayas is that it “is accomplished (siddha), 
supremely intelligent (paramacetana ), all-powerful (sarvaiakii) 
free from danger (nirapdya), rightfull and proper (prapta), and 
without need for other aids (sahayantaranirapeksa)." (Mumu 
214-5) Maoavajamamuni explains that the dangers of bhaktiyoga 
do not apply to prapatti where the upaya is the Lord, for the Lord 
is not something to be achieved by human action. “Since He is an 
accomplished fact (siddhavastu), no opportunity can arise for a 
risky event to intervence as [there would be in the case] of some¬ 
thing which the soul has to do.” (Mumu 215, See also &VB 135) 
Pi]]ai Lokacarya uses a familiar analogy to bring out another 
superior quality of prapatti : since the same Lord who is the goaL 
of salvation (upaya, prapaka), it is enjoyable. 

140-1. Like those who show grass and call 
[a cow] and then give the grass [to the cow], there 
is no difference here between the result (phala) and 
the sadhana. Therefore, it is pleasurable 

People who want to call a cow and give it food 
will [first] present the grass that it loves as a way 
to attract it. Then they will give that [same grass] 
to the cow, Thus there is no difference between 
the result and the sadhana. In the same way, the 
One who is endowed with His distinctively 
excellent virtues first becomes the upaya in order 
to join [the soul] to Himself, and then becomes 
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the goal (upeya) forever. Therefore, both the 
end and the means are the same thing. Since 
that which is the sadhya is the sadhana, this 
[prapatti], which has the form of choosing [that 
very thing], is pleasurable and not something 
demanded (tevai). (SVB 140-1) 

2. SVAGATA AND PARAGATA SVlKARA 

The previous chapter showed that the Srirangam acSryas 
consider bhakti to be contrary to the soul’s nature when performed 
as an upaya for the deliberate purpose of one’s own salvation ; 
this bhaktiyoga is not a real upaya but an actual obstruction to 
salvation. Similarly, they claim that prapatti performed as a 
means to win the Lord’s grace is a disgrace to the nature of the 
soul and the Lord. This kind of prapatti is not an effective upaya, 
even if it appears that way. It is the Lord’s acceptance of the soul 
which brings about salvation ; the soul’s acceptance of the Lord is 
an incidental effect of that acceptance, which has no instrumental 
value in itself. 

In Srivacana Bhusana PilJai Lokacarya and Manavajamamuni 
point out that it is inconceivable that prapatti or anything else on 
the part of the dependent soul can earn the favour of the all¬ 
perfect Lord who needs nothing : 

136. Since He is a perfect object, it is not possible 
to give a token offering (paccai) equivalent to His 
greatness. 

In the world, those who present an offering 
(paccaiyita) give in proportion to the worthiness 
of the intended recipient. Here too, if one tries 
to give such an offering, shouldn’t it be done in 
the same way? [No], for since all His desires are 
achieved, the Lord is completely perfect and 
fulfilled. Therefore, it is not possible for the 
soul to give anything in accordance with His 
magnificence. (SfVP 136) 
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It is true that the Lord is pleased—even delighted—when he finds 
that the soul is dropping his autonomous efforts and surrendering 
to Him. 8 But it is not because of this pleasure that the Lord 
decides to save him. Since the soul’s surrender is an effect of the 
Lord’s merciful efforts, the soul cannot do prapatti with the idea 
that he is winning His grace by pleasing or placating Him. In the 
light of the soul’s subservience and dependence, to think that one’s 
own action such as prapatti can prompt the Lord to save him is an 
affront to the soul’s nature and to his relationship to the Lord. 

230. The soul seeking refuge with the Lord 
contains egoism (ahanksra) and brings discredit. 

When [the soul], the one who is to be protected, 
accepts [the Lord], the One who is the uncondi¬ 
tional Protector, for the sake of [the soul’s] own 
protection—such acceptance contains egoism by 
having agency located in oneself (svakartptva- 
rOpahankaragarbha). Thus it brings discredit, 
much like a son who gets a written contract from 
his father [to protect him]. ( Mumu 230) 

PiUai Lokacarya illustrates the disgrace of this kind of 
prapatti with an analogy which must have sounded quite shocking 
to his audience. The dramatic style of Magavaiamamuni's 
commentary (which cannot be fully reproduced in the translation) 
reveals how the medium of oral discourse has affected the expository 
style of the Srirangam acaryas. 

147. The prapatti he does is something like a wife 
who, after having been with another man for a long 
time, comes and stands before her husband without 
shame or fear and asks. “ Please accept me." 

[Suppose there is] a wife who has not been in 
contact with her husband for a long time and 
who has earned his anger because of her lust for 
other men. Without even the shame to think, 

**How can I stand unabashed in his presence, 
having done this?”—and without even the fear 
to think, “What will I do if this man who has 
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seen all my wanton deeds for so long thinks, 

‘Now she comes and wants me like this?’ and 
punishes me?”—suppose she merely comes before 
him and asks, "Please accept me.” What an 
offense that is ! In the same way, [the soul] who 
belongs to none other than the Lord has long 
been devoted to others, without any ties to the 
Lord. [Suppose he] comes into His presence 
without the shame which would result from 
reflecting on his own past behaviors and without 
the fear of thinking, "What if this autonomous 
[Lord] punishes me?”—suppose he merely chooses 
Him as a refuge saying, “Please accept me.” 

Indeed, this is [an offense] on that same order ! 

&VB 147) 9 

According to the Srirangam acaryas, it is solely the Lord’s 
intention to save which brings about salvation : 

231. His acceptance alone is the protection. 

Acceptance where the One whose obligation is to 
protect the soul says, “Let us save him,” and 
lovingly takes him—this alone is ultimately what 
protects the soul. ( Mumu 231) 

They sometimes portray the Lord as standing ever willing to save, 
waiting only for the soul to cease his arrogant efforts at self¬ 
protection in order to carry out the rescue. 

66. As in [the verse], "What are you thinking of 
in your mind?” 10 the up ay a for attainment is His 
thought. 

If there is no upaya present on the part of the 
soul, just what is the upaya for attainment? To 
this [PiJlai LokacSrya] replies that.... the 
upaya to attain Him is the intention to save the 
soul on the part of the One who is omniscient,' 
all-powerful, rightful (prepta) and supremely 
merciful. ,*• 
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67-8. That indeed is at all times. When he [the 
soul] changes his thought, that [thought of the 
Lord] has fruition. 

[The Lord’s] thought takes effect for the soul at 
the moment he changes his thought of self¬ 
protection. (S' VB 66-8) 

In other contexts, though, the Srirangam acaryas affirm that the 
Lord’s will to save cannot be taken for granted. In Sfrivacana 
Bha$apa the distinction is made between svagatasvikOra, the 
acceptance on the part of the soul, and paragatasvikOra, the 
acceptance on the part of the Lord. It is only paragatasvikOra — 
the Lord’s intention to save—which is the upaya. Apart from the 
Lord’s acceptance, the soul’s notion to accept the Lord’s protection 
is ineffective. 

142. When one thinks to attain Him, this prapatti 
is not the means. 

[Pi[[ai Lokacarya] has previously stated that 
prapatti is not an upaya, but that the upaya is 
the acceptance on His part (paragatasvikOra) 
which is the counterpart (tatpratikoti) of 
[prapatti].... Here he says that when one makes 
this [prapatti] which is in accord with the svarupa 
into a sadhana and uses it to try to attain the 
autonomous Lord, then his intention does not 
succeed .... It is the owner who goes to his 
possession and takes it in hand ; similarly, only 
the One who is [the soul’s] owner (SvOmi) is the 
one to approach. The soul—the dependent one 
who must wait to be accepted—is the thing to be 
attained. When [the soul] has the notion to gain 
the autonomous Lord by his own acceptance, his 
intention will not succeed. In that case, the 
prapatti so conceived will not be a sadhana to 
reach Him. (£>VB 142) 

As Magavalamamuni says, “When the prapatti that he performs 
does not follow the Lord’s mind, it falls into the category of an 
offense,” (S' VB 147) since it is an affront to the se$a-se§lrelationship. 
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But the Srirangam acaryas do not want to rule out the 
possibility that salvation may come about when the soul ceases 
his efforts at self-protection and humbly surrenders to the Lord 
who, because of His innate mercy, stands willing to accept him. 
In this case, the soul’s acceptance of the Lord may seem to be the 
precipitating factor. But even here it is the Lord’s acceptance 
which forms the means. If such surrender initiated by the soul 
were to go against the Lord’s desire, it would be ineffective. But 
acceptance initiated by the Lord, since it comes from His autono¬ 
mous will, always succeeds. Therefore, paragatasvikOra is said to 
be more powerful than svagatasvikara. 

148. Dependence coming from autonomy is more 
powerful than dependence coming from mercy. 

When [souls] came to His holy feet in pain, with 
to no other refuge, [the Lord] because of His 
compassion for them, becomes dependent such 
that He does what they say. [But sometimes,] 
out of His uncontrollable autonomy, like a royal 
elephant [choosing] the next king, [the Lord] 
without cause (nirhetukamOka) accepts some 
people and places Himself at their disposal. 11 
The Lord has both [ways of acting]. Among 
these, the first one from time to time may be 
contrary to His autonomy and may not have 
fruition. The later one, since it is unobstructed, 
will never be defective. Therefore it is more 
powerful than the former. (SVB 148) 

Furthermore, as Manava]amamuni says, paragatasvikara has a 
"special excellence” : 

143. When He accepts, even sins do not deter Him. 

When the autonomous One, the SvOmi, thinks by 
His own will to attain the dependent soul who is 
His possession, even offenses' considered the 
formost of sins cannot obstruct Him. . .. This 
shows that svagatasvikara is not an upaya, and 
that paragatasvikara is the upaya. (S'Kfl 143) 
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ManavalamSmuni cites a iloka of unknown origin (PlncarStra?)to 
substantiate both points: “As for the centana, when he attains the 
Paramapitru$a, his prapatti is not the upaya, nor are his sins able 
to obstruct,” (S>VB 143) 

Pi[[ai Lokacarya turns to incidents from the RamOyaya to 
illustrate his claims. BhSrata’s ineffective prapatti to Rama 
requesting him to return and rule Ayodhya demonstrates the 
futility of svagatasvikdra apart from the Lord’s intention. How¬ 
ever, Hanuman and Guha were voluntarily chosen and accepted by 
the Lord without any desire or approach on their part, even though 
Guha was a lowly and sinful hunter. (&VB 144-45, 150) 
Manavalamamuni suggests that this very lowliness might serve as 
a basis for the Lord’s acceptance: “Guha received the fortune of 
having Perumal [Rama] himself come and accept him; indeed his 
very faults were accepted as an offering (paccai).” VB 145) 

Rama declared that he would protect even the most wicked 
Ravana himself if he approached Him. 12 In the Caramasloka, 
krsna declares that it is not sins but dharmas that must be given 
up before seeking refuge. (Mumti 274) Indeed, Pi]]ai Lokacarya 
uses an analogy to show that making efforts to gain merits for 
oneself as a means to earn salvation or attract the Lord’s grace is a 
heinous act which can only destroy the svarupa: 

Pillan says that goodness coming from the soul 
is like bought milk; goodness coming from the 
Lord is like breast milk. Seeking goodness for 
oneself apart from Him is something like taking 
a suckling child from the arms of its mother and 
father and betraying it into the hands of a 
muderous butcher. (SfVB 177-8) 

In this way, the Srirangam acaryas affirm that when the Lord’s 
acceptance is the upaya, the soul’s merits may actually obstruct 
salvation, but sins never will. 

Thus in denying that there is any merit or activity on the soul 
which plays a significant role in salvation, the Srirangam acarya’s 
affirm the Lord to be the so'le means of salvation (upaya, prapaka) 
just as He is its sole aim (upeya, prOpya). In order to clarify that 
salvation is implemented by the will, purpose, effort, and action of 
the Lord, not the soul, they go one step further. The Lord is even 
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the primary beneficiary of saving the sou!. As the agent of the 
soul’s salvation (karta) he is also the enjoyer of its fruit (bhokta). 
Pillai Lokacarya says, “The One who attains (propta), the means 
(prOpaka), and the one who delights in attainment (prOpti) is He 
alone. ( S>VB 70) Manava]am§muni’s comments bring out the 
relevance of this statement to the issue of upSyatva and the 
inapproriateness of self-effort and self-purpose in the light of the 
soul’s true nature of bliogyata (as explained in Acarya Hrdaya.) 

Even if Isvara is the means (prapaka), isn’t the 
soul the one who attains (prapta) and the one 
who enjoys attainment (prapti) ? If so, then can 
the soul’s thought [to accept the Lord] be 
discounted in this way ? Yes. And moreover, 
when the soul destroys all traces of upayatva in 
that which he holds, and concludes that Isvara 
alone is the upaya, the state of being the attainer 
(praptptva) and the joy resulting in attainment 
do not belong to the soul, but end up belonging 
only to Isvara—the upaya .... In the attain¬ 
ment of his property, it is the owner who enjoys 
it and delights in it. Similarly, if He attains the 
soul, it is [the Lord], the eternal enjoyer (bhokta) 
of the soul, who rejoices, saying “How fortunate 
we are to get him !”. The exclusivity [expressed 
here] means that the soul has no involvement in 
all three of these. The statement that He is the 
prapta and prapaka declares that there is no 
involvement of the soul’s own efforts (svayatna). 

The statement that He alone is the one who 
delights in prapti, establishes that there is no 
involvement in self-purpose (svaprayojana). 

(S' VB 70) 

The absolute dependence of the soul on the Lord which under¬ 
lies this doctrine, as well as the extreme devotionalism which it 
seeks to promote, are both brought out in MaijavSlamSmuni’s 
exegesis of the cataka bird analogy in a line from jhanasttra : 
“Waiting for the grace of the Lord like a cataka is the virtue of 
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faultless devotees.” (JS 2) (The cOtaka bird supposedly subsists 
only on raindrops.) 

The cataka [bird], unable to support itself except 
by raindrops, does not look longingly at the 
water on the ground even when its tongue is 
stuck up, afflicted by thirst. It only waits for the 
rain. Similarly, since [The Lord] alone is the 
prapta, prOpaka , and one who enjoys the prapti, 
the soul comes to the conclusion that only the 
grace (kfpa) of the One who is his designated 
master is the sadhana for attainment. Thus he 
only looks toward His grace, saying, “For one so 
lowly as 1, there is nothing other than Your 
grace.” 13 (JS 2) 

We may summarize the various arguments used by MaijavSla- 
m&muni and the Srirangam acaryas to support their claim that the 
Lord alone has the right to be called the upaya for salvation, not 
the soul’s prapatti. 

1) Prapatti involves no effort on the part of the soul, only 
knowledge and desire. It is simply a mental phenomenon in 
keeping with the soul’s sentient nature, and not an activity. 

2) Prapatti has no aggas or axiliary activities other than 
cessation of efforts. 

3) The soul’s acceptance of the Lord is a result of the Lord’s 
gracious will and efforts, not a cause of them. 

4) Since only Lord’s will and efforts bring about salvation, 
He is its sole agent (karta) and beneficiary (bhokta). 

5) The word ekam of the Caramasloka has specifically 
excluded the soul’s surrender to the Lord from participating in the 
upaya. 

6) It is a shameful affront to the Lord’s perfection, lordliness, 
and self-sufficiency—as well as to the soul’s dependence and 
subservience—to think that the soul’s act of surrender is a deed of 
such merit that it earns the Lord’s grace and prompts Him to save 
the soul. 
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7) The soul’s acceptance of the Lord is not effective when 
contrary to the Lord’s will. But when the Lord chooses to save, it 
will have effect whether or not the soul has surrendered to Him, 
and even if he is full of sins. Therefore, the presence of an act of 
surrender or good karma on the part of the soul are not necessary 
for salvation. 

Thus the Srirangam acaryas conclude that there is no positive 
act on the part of soul which earns, occassions, wins over, or 
cooperates with the saving grace of the Lord and which thus could 
be called an upaya. The gracious and all-powerful Lord—who 
needs nothing outside Himself to accomplish His aims—is the sole 
Upaya. The soul’s surrender to and acceptance of the Lord is a 
phenomenon of the mind and will involving no effort; it is a 
natural response to the Lord’s general and/or specific efforts to save 
the soul. Hence it cannot be a means the soul performs for his 
salvation. 


C. VEDANTA DESIKA: 

1. PRAPATTI AS A PERFORMANCE WITH AN GAS 

For Vedanta Desika, prapatti does not involve merely cessation 
and knowledge, but the performance of a scripturally enjoined 
upaya described in Pancaratra as the surrender of the self 
accompanied by five ahgas. He argues against those who define 
prapatti or interpret the verbs of the mantras in ways which 
overemphasize cessation or knowledge. It is true, he says, that 
cessation of all other efforts for self-protection is a distinctive 
aspect of prapatti done for the purpose of moksa ; such prapatti 
he calls raksabharanyOsa, surrender of the burden of protection. 
However, he warns that some acaryas have made too much of 
Rama Misra’s description of prapatti as cessation of self-protection, 
and have exaggerated the meaning of sarva dharman parityajya in 
order to stress this one aspect of self-surrender. As Desika sees 
it, reducing prapatti to mere cessation is self-contradictory and 
flies in the face of the literal injunction of prapatti as a performance 
with ahgas. 

Sri Rama Misra and others, to emphasize the 
surrender of responsibility (bharanyasa), defined 
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prapatti in terms of its aspect of cessation from 
one’s own protection. (RTS 24 : p. 691) 

Some say that for one who knows the truth, 
prapatti is merely cessation of one’s own activity 
' for self-protection, and that relinquishing of all 
dharmas is all that is enjoined to be done. To 
them [we reply] that even if cessation is essential, 
the relinquishing of all dharmas that are enjoined 
as sadhanas is itself an activity done for the 
purpose of one’s own self-protection. Therefore 
their view results in self-contradiction and 
contradiction with the [scriptural] passages which 
enjoin prapatti with its angas. (RTS 24 : p. 697) 

Similarly, Desika admits that recognition of one’s own sub¬ 
servience and dependence on the Lord, as well as the attitude of 
mental relinquishment, are essential aspects of prapatti. The 
prapanna he says, should reflect as follows: “I belong to no other, 
am a sesa of no other, and am extremely dependent. The autonomous 
Lord and Sesi will protect me for His own purposes; I have no right 
to myself ... nor can I say that anything is mine unconditionally.” 
(RTS 12: pp. ,394-5) Nevertheless, prapatti is also enjoined as an 
act to be done, so it cannot be reduced to a merely cognitive 
phenomenon. 

If it be said that iaraiiam vraja means only 
“know this truth” ignoring its injunction as an 
upaya to be performed, this is contrary to the 
obvious meaning. It also conflicts with the 
perfectly clear injunctions of prapatti accom¬ 
panied by its angas. (RTS 24 : p. 696) 

Not only knowledge of sesatva, but a prayer for the Lord to 
be the upSya and faith that the result will be obtained are also 
essential to prapatti. Here, too, Desika makes it clear that when 
prapatti is described simply us prayer, desire or faith, this is only 
done to emphasize these particular aspects. Such descriptions do 
not override the authoritative injunctions of prapatti as an actual 
performance with angas. The following passage illustrates how 
Desika tries to reconcile all such definitions with the authoritative 
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descriptions of prapatti in the Lak$mi Tantra. The declarations 
made by other acaryas saying that prapatti is faith. 

only go so far as to state the importance of faith 
as part of one’s qualification and as an aftga. 
Similarly, there is the statement [source un¬ 
known?], “Prapatti is faith that merely because 
of a single prayer. He will grant the desired—thus 
it is a prayer accompanied by faith.” Here, in 
order to emphasize the importance [of faith], he 
first says [prapatti] is faith and then concludes by 
saying that it is prayer accompanied by faith. 

[The latter is] in line with the definition advanced 
by Bharatamuni: “when one’s desire is not attain¬ 
able by anyone else, a request for him alone to be 
the means, accompanied by faith [is prapatti].” 

Such statements as “Surrender (nyasa) has five 
angas” (LT 17.75) declare that self-surrender 
(Otmaniksepa) is the angi and the others are the 
angas. This means that even prayer is an anga. 

Thus in the same way, such passages as “He 
waits for a desire for protection,” (LT 17.80) 
implying that Isvara only needs a desire, are'only 
made in order to bring out the importance of this 
anga. ... In statements such as “Surrender 
yourself to me with this mantra 14 and “Surrender 
of responsibility for self and possessions,” 

(LT 17.80) there is the injunction of the angi. 

(RTS 24 : pp. 688-9) 

In the following passage, where Desika attacks the Srirangam 
acaryas’ reduction of prapatti to knowledge and desire, it is 
significant that he cites the teaching of the Kanchi acaryas in his 
lineage as authorities for interpreting surrender to the Lord as a 
sanganusthana. 

In this way, Sri Vispucitta [Enkal Alvan], 
Vadihamsa-sambhuvaha [Atreya RSmanuja, 

Daika’s guru], and VaradScSrya [NatStur 
Animal] have succinctly stated that what is 


Is Prapatti an Upaya ? 


127 


enjoined as primary in all the prapatti sastras is 
this very surrender of the responsibility of protec¬ 
ting oneself which has five angas. With regard 
to this, some [objectors] have said : 

(Purvapaksin :] “when one realizes the truths 
which are the import of the sastras one reflects on 
his own sesatva. The statement ‘If you desire to 
save yourself and live, remember always Hari’s 
natural Lordship and your own inherent 
servitude,’ means that if you want the supreme 
purusartha and the means to it, just carry on 
with the realization of the truth that you are the 
slave and Isvara is the master (svOmi). So then 
is there any [act of] self-surrender to enjoin?” 

[Siddhantin : ] This [view] is to be discarded like 
the statement that “mok§a is from mere verbal 
knowledge.” . . Self-surrender (atmasamarpapa) 
is surrender of the responsibility of one’s own 
self-protection which includes the recognition of 
sesatva, along with the particular qualifications 
[i.e., akificanya, ananyagatitva ], the particular 
auxiliaries (parikara) [i e., the angas], and the 
particular desire for the fruit. For one who 
knows from the sastras the true nature of the soul 
which is qualified by sesatva, etc., [this self- 
surrender] is enjoined as the means for cessation 
of the [Lord’s] disfavor from [the soul’s] 
beginning-less offenses. (RTS 24 : pp. 693-5) 

The Kanchi acSryas base their doctrine of the six afigas on 
passages in Lak$mi Tantra and Ahirbudhnya Sarhhita. In the open¬ 
ing exposition of his chapter on the angas, Desika brings up an 
apparent contradiction between these two authorities—one says 
prapatti has six angas, one says it has five. He reconciles the 
discrepancy by affirming that surrender of the self, along with 
its five accompanying angas, constitutes the sixfold or six-limbed 
iaranagati. 
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The accessories (parikara) to this [bharanyOsa] 
are ttnukulyasankalpa, prtttikulyavarjana, karpanya, 
mahOviivttsa, and goptrtvavarana. In this regard, 
there is the statement [of Ahirbudhya SamhitO 
37.18]: “The will to do what is pleasing, 
avoidance of what is displeasing, faith that he will 
protect, choosing the protector, self-surrender 
and helplessness is the sixfold ($advidha) 
saraijagati.” This must be taken as including 
the ahgi with the anga, as in the phrase, “eight- 
limbed yoga” (astafigayoga). That one is the 
angi and the other are angas is established by the 
sloka [from Laksmi Tantra 17.77], “ Nyasa — 
synonomous with nik$epa, which has five angas, 
is also called sannyasa, tyOga, and iaranagati .” 

(RTS 11 : p. 355) 

Desika defines each anga: Anukulyasankalpa is the will to do 
only what is pleasing to the Lord, upon realizing that one exists for 
the purpose of the 3esi. Protikulyavarjana, the avoidance of sin, 
is the concomitant desire to avoid whatever is displeasing to the 
Sesl. karpanya or helplessness is reflection on one’s akincanya and 
ananyagatitva, devoid of all pride. This helplessness, he says 
“serves [first] to support the compassion of Refuge and afterward 
supports one in having no other upaya.” (RTS 11 : 357-8) 
MahaviSvasa or great faith enables one to perform the up&ya 
without doubt and afterward feel free from responsibility. (RTS 
11 : p. 358) Goptrtvavarana is choosing or requesting that the Lord 
be the protector and means. Moksa, like other goals, is granted 
only upon request, as stated in the Laksmi Tantra (17,72), 
“Unasked, he won’t protect.” (/jrSll : p. 359) 16 

Desika parallels the angas of prapatti to the accessories of 
other upayas enjoined in the sastras. Just as yoga has its eight 
angas (RTS 10 : p. 340), and every sacrificial rite has its angas 
(RTS 24 : p. 691), this sacrifice of one’s self and one’s responsibility 
for protection also entails auxiliaries. These five angas “aid at 
time of the performance of this [prapatti] vidya, and are thus 
absolutely essential for this surrender of the self.” (RTS 11 : 
p. 360) However, they are not to be considered as different types 



Is Prapatti an Upaya ? 


129 


of prapatti or as separate stages or steps in prapatti. (RTS 24 : 
p. 689) Prapatti itself is described in scripture as a momentary act 
to be done once and for all (sakfdanu$(heya). Therefore, all six- 
the afigi and the angas—“arise in a single thought,” just as an 
archer releases a bow in a single moment, even though this act may 
be analyzed in terms of several distinct parts. (RTS 12 : p. 413) 
There is no stipulation that continuing to act favorably to the 
Lord, avoid sin, and have faith, etc. is required for the rest of 
one’s life in order for the upaya to achieve its results. (RTS 12 . 

p»417) . .. 

Desika does not think that including these angas within the 
upaya compromises the Lord’s lack of need for any other aids. 
He explains that the self-sufficiency (nairapeksya) of this upaya 
means that it needs not other dharmas as an anga or qualification, 
and that even its own angas are momentary occurrences. 

The Lord waits for the mere pretext (vyaja) of 
prapatti accompanied by dnukulyasankalpa, etc. 
without expecting anything else. Therefore, this 
nyasavidya [prapatti] is distinguished as an upaya 
which needs nothing else (nirapeksopayatva). 

(RTS 29 : p. 1078) 

In the following exposition, he refutes PiUai Lokacarya’s assertion 
that since this upaya needs no other aids or accessories, these 
angas must be understood as incidental characteristics which 
naturally occur to the prapanna. 11 

[Purvapaksin :] “Does this upaya need anukulya- 
safikalpa, etc? Does the Savior who is affectionate 
even to his enemies look at the faults of one who 
takes refuge in Him ? Didn’t [the Lord] say [in 
the Ramayapa] ‘Whether he is pained or bold,’ 

‘One who has come in the guise of a friend, is in 
no way to be rejected, even if be has faults. This 
is not disdained by good people.’ and ‘Even if he 
is Ravapa himself.’ 18 Doesn’t the hymn of our 
elder [Ramanuja] describe Him as 'Refuge of 
the whole world who does not investigate the 
particulars (analocitavi£efaie$alokaIarapya)'V ’ 1 • 
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Thus some people have said that these [ahgas] 
are only characteristics that naturally arise in the 
process (sambhavita svabhavahkal). (RTS 24: 
pp. 718-19) 

Desika argues that it is highly unwarranted to claim that these are 
not angas, in direct contradiction with the express statements of 
the authoritative Pancaratra texts. 

[Siddhantin :] We can accept the main point [of 
their teaching] as affirming that even without 
anukulya, etc. in the time following prapatti, 
rectification continues to be present, and the 
result prapatti will not be lacking [because the 
angas are no longer present]. But to say other¬ 
wise, conflicts with many authorities distinctly 
specifying these angas, saying, “£>aranagati is six 
fold” ( AhS 37.28) and “Nyasa has five angas” 

(LT 17.75). . . . Therefore, even the statement 
that ‘‘Prapatti has no other need at all; it always 
and for everyone gives the fruit of all desires,” 20 
only states its lack of need for other dharmas. 

If this is not so, then by the same logic, even the 
great faith which they accept [as essential to 
prapatti] would be made into a sambhavitasva- 
bhava. (RTS 24 : pp. 718-19) 

2. SIDDHOPAYA AND SADHYOPAYA 

Vedanta Desika, in line with the Kanchi tradition, affirms that 
both the Lord and prapatti can be meaningfully called upSyas, 
without contradiction or compromise to the nature of the Lord or 
the soul. The Kanchi acaryas distinguish between the Lord, who 
is the Siddhopaya or pre-existent means, and the soul’s bhakti or 
prapatti which is the sadhyopaya— the means to be achieved. Both 
together are necessary for salvation. The ever-existent, merciful 
Siddhopaya forgives offenses and grants salvation when propitiated 
by the soul’s performance of the prescribed sadhyopdya. “He is 
the Siddhopaya who is to be own over (vaiikarya) by the sadhopaya 
enjoined in the sastras.” 21 
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Thus the Lord, characterized by mercy (kjpa), is 
the Siddhopaya , as stated in [the verse] ‘'Kr§pa is 
the eternal Dharma.” 22 The bhakti and prapatti 
which propitiate Him (ivanukkup prasOdanankal) 
are the sadhyopayas. ( RTS 23 : p. 645) 

Desika explains that the Lord is the primary upaya because of 
His unique position as the original cause (adikarana) and ultimate 
agent of everything (sarvakartB) “from the granting of limbs and 
organs to the utterance of the Dvaya [mantra].” ( RTS 12 : p. 416) 
He alone—the all-powerful and true-willed Ruler of all, the One 
who grants the results of all actions-has the power to bestow the 
ultimate goal, attainment of Himself. Furthermore, His upayatva 
is especially predominant in prapatti, because here He stands in the 
place of all the manifold sSdhanas and dharmas of bhaktiyoga. 
(ibid.) But Desika makes it clear that the primacy of the Siddho- 
p§ya does not mean that prapatti is not necessary or instrumental 
in salvation. Jk 

The exaggerations of some people who say that v 
even prapatti is not an upSya are only made 
because of the primacy of the Siddhopaya. Once 
His will to punish, which is the hindrance [to sal¬ 
vation], is alleviated by propitiations (prasada- 
nankal) it is [the Siddhopaya] which promotes 
the [soul’s] natural experience. In this way [the 
Siddhopaya] predominates. If the dirt on a jewel 
is removed, the natural brilliance which results 
comes from the will of the Lord which [he has 
decreed] as appropriate for it. Here too, the blos¬ 
soming of knowledge, etc., which occurs to 
muktas comes about based on the will of the Lord 
who ordains it. . . . Therefore, even though the 
sadhyopaya aimed at winning Him over is not 
contrary to the views of previous acaryas. ( RTS 
23 : pp. 645-6) 

Though the Lord is merciful, all-powerful and needs nothing 
to accomplish His purposes, He has willed to respect the agency 
He has granted to each soul and the injunctions He has laid down 
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in the ssstras. Therefore He waits for the soul to perform some 
propitiating upaya to make up for the past offenses which pro¬ 
voked His disfavor. Consequently, the sadhyopaya is necessary. 
(RTS 23 : p. 645) Desika does not hesitate to say that tha sadhyo¬ 
paya propitiates or pacifies (vadilcr-, prasad-) the Lord and wins 
His grace. (RTS 24 : pp. 684-5) However, he points out that the 
sadhyopaya is a mere pretext or vyaja and not a true recompense 
for past offenses; it does not have any power on its own to gain 
the result. It is only the Lord’s mercy which deems it to be a 
sufficient propitiation, and it is the Lord’s power which grants 
salvation upon propitiation. 

As he sees it, it is contrary to logic and scripture to claim that 
the Siddhopaya’s need for a cooperating upaya from the soul is 
antithetical to the Lord’s unique self-sufficiency and perfection. 
(RTS 21: p. 597) He raises this objection of the Srirangam acaryas 
as a purvapaksa. 

[purvapaksin:] “The Siddhopaya is enternal, 
devoid of growth or decay, perfectly complete in 
every way, innately compassionate, and true- 
willed such that if He has a desire, the result 
arises without need for intermediaries. Such 
being the case. He does not need anything like 
upasana, etc., either as a producer (utpadaka), 
increaser (vOrdhaka), associate cause (sahakari), 
or mediator (dvara). How can bhakti and 
prapatti be conceived as aids for such a Siddho¬ 
paya?” (RTS 24: pp. 69'-700) 

In his refutation he asserts that though the sadhyopaya is 
absolutely necessary to placate the Lord’s anger at the soul’s past 
offenses, it is a mere pretext. Only the merciful and all-powerful 
Lord can destroy these sins and grant the ultimate reward. Because 
the Lord’s role is primary, Desika does not think it reflects badly 
on His supremacy to say that the sadhyopaya placates Him or wins 
over His saving grace, or that it has cooperating instrumentality in 
salvation. 

[Siddhantin:] [These sBdhyopayas] help by 
pacifying the [Lord’s] disfavor (nigraha) which 
has arisen from the beginningless series of 
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offenses. ... On account of the mere pretext 
(vyaja) of the sadhyopaya, the Siddhopaya, 
whose will to punish becomes appeased, destroys 
those things that were the result of His disfavor 
(such as the mumuksu's limited state of 
knowledge), and grants him the reward that 
culminates in perfect service to be performed for 
all eternity. Therefore, the authorities saying 
that the series of results—beginning with the 
cessation of the mumuksu’s undesired [karma, 
etc.] and culminating perfect service—is the effect 
of the Siddhopaya, are in full accord with those 
authorities saying that this comes about because 
of the propitiating sadhyopaya. (RTS 24: p. 700) 

Desika views the primacy of the Siddhopaya and the validity 
of the sadhyopaya to be parallel to the Lord’s general or universal 
agency (kartrtva) and the soul’s specific, dependent agency. 

From Isvara who has general kartrtva of all 
things, the jlva has attained the ability to 
directed [to do something]; that is, he is able to 
act at the initiative of his own will (svabuddhi- 
plirvapravftliiakti). For this reason, there is no 
fault in enjoining “Resort to Me” (vraja) as 
something to be done. Pi]]an’s statement that 
“The good that comes from ourselves is like 
bought milk; the good that comes from the Lord 
is like breast milk,” (cf. SVB 177) essentially 
points to the soul’s dependent kartrtva; that is, 
it means we should think that bhakti and prapatti 
and everything comes from Him alone. (RTS 29: 
p. 1104) 

Though one must recognize the dependence of one’s agency in 
performing the sadhyopaya, in the proper spirit of mental renunci¬ 
ation of agency, it is not correct to go so far as to deny all value to 
the upaya one performs. The following passage is an obvious 
rebuttal to PiUai Lokacarya’s declaration that the soul should 
think that the Lord will do the work of saving him even apart from 
his own acceptance. {Mumu 226) 
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There are those who say that we have to think 
that this Siddhopaya, who naturally protects His 
own property, doesn’t even need [our acceptance] 
when He grants the result [salvation]. But to do 
this is artificially superimposed and contradictory 
to what they [really] claim ; it is like an instruc¬ 
tion to view one thing as if it were something 
else (dr$tividhi). [We affirm], rather, that the 
Lord—the one to be placated—is the primary 
Siddhopaya. Bhakti and prapatti—both acts of 
propitiation (prasadana )—are sadhyopayas which 
are without primary importance. [The soul] is to 
undertake one of these two according to his 
qualification. (RTS 29 : pp. 1081-2) 

Desika does not recognize the Srirangam acaryas’ distinction 
between svagata and paragatasvikSra, nor does he admit any 
uncertainty, danger, or difficulty to this upaya because of its need 
for some contribution by way of the soul’s activity. Even an 
imperfectly performed prapatti, lacking the appropriate angas, will 
have fruition at the end of this life. The Lord will graciously see 
to it that the soul eventually performs all the angas and gets the 
result. (RTS 23 : p. 434) He points out that even Bharata, the 
Srirangam acaryas’ example for the ineffectiveness of svagata- 
svikara, eventually received his request. 23 

Desika sees the performance of a sadhyopaya to be perfectly 
consistant with the relationship of the Lord and soul as autono¬ 
mous Sesi and dependent sesa. He argues against the Srirangam 
acaryas’ exaggeration of the soul’s dependence and subservience to 
exclude prapatti from being an upaya. 

[Purvapak 5 in :] “But the soul has no right to 
protect himself because he is a sesa, and no 
ability to do so because he is utterly dependent. 

So how can it be possible to enjoin an upaya as 
something for him to do for his own protection, 
and to say that this [action] which he is to effect 
(sadhya) takes the designation sadhyopaya ?” 

(RTS 24 : p. 705) Yj 
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Desika’s refutation reveals his recurring concerns to defend 1) the 
Lord’s egalitarian mercy, 2) the soul’s kart/tva, and 3) the 
meaningfulness of the sastra and its tradition. First he invokes 
the sarvamuktiprasanga, with its attendant implications of partiality 
and cruelty to the divine nature, along with the problem of the 
meaninglessness of the Lord’s sastric commands: 

[Siddhantin :] It is not appropriate to say this. 

This objection has been removed already by 
[pointing out] [its attendant] problems such as 
release for all (sarvamoksa). If [the Lord] were 
to release him without taking some deed of his 
as a pretext (vyOja) it would unfortunately result 
that everyone would be released eternally. If 
[souls] were released whenever the Lord so willed 
merely out of His unique autonomy, the faults of 
partiality and cruelty would accrue [to Him]. 
Furthermore, the sastras which enjoin upayas for 
moksa would become meaningless. ( RTS 24 : 
pp. 705-6) 

For support against those who “try to destroy the whole construct 
of the sadhyopaya by means of the Siddhopaya,” he invokes not 
only the authority and meaningfulness of the sastras but also the 
example of the /■s/s, Ramanuja, and the line of acaryas following 
him, all of whom performed prapatti in accord with those sastras 
and instructed their disciples to do so. (RTS 23 : pp. 647-8) 

Vedanta Desika brings out most of his criticisms against the 
Srirangam acSryas’ denial of prapatti as an upaya in his interpret¬ 
ation of the ekam of the Caramasloka’s “mam ekam iarapam 
vraja." He offers several acceptable interpretations which avoid 
the exaggerated claims they make : 

The word ekam may refer to the dependent 
kartrtva of the one who is doing prapatti by 
means of sattvika [three-fold] renunciation. Or 
it may state the unity of the goal and the means 
fphala, upaya). Or it may show how [the Lord] 
stands in the place of all upayas. ( RTS 25 : 
p. 772) 
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The end itself is the means ; prapatti, denied of 
its own primacy, is only a pretext (vyaja) ; it is 
not connected with other upayas nor associated 
with their angas ; it is [valid] with regard to all 
aims—such meanings are posited for the word 
ekam by the acaryas. ( RTS 29 : p. 1091) 

He seems to prefer to interpret this word as indicating the 
inequality of the Siddhopaya and sSdhyopaya, without going so 
far as to give all upSyatva to the Lord exclusively. The ekam 
emphasizes that the enjoined surrender, though necessary for the 
result to be achieved, is a mere pretext (vyaja) in comparison to 
the Siddhopaya. Quoting two key verses from Tiruvaymoli (one of 
which PilJai LokacSrya uses to support his interpretation of ekam, 
in Mumu 225) he gives his more moderate view : 

The essential meaning of the word ekam is the 
same as such statements as “[This aim] I placed 
in my mind—that too is but His sweet grace” 

(TVM 8.8.3, cf. Mumu 225) and “O Master, you 
made me accept and placed me beneath your 
feet,” ( TVM 5.8.9) [All these mean] that since it 
is the One who is the [main] Upaya who has 
caused him to act, it is not proper to think of the 
mere pretext (vyaja) [the soul] has performed 
as an upaya equal with Him. ( RTS 29 : p. 1079) 

In the following passage, he fully explains how this interpret¬ 
ation of ekam preserves all the central doctrines at stake here: 

1) the soul’s dependent agency as declared in the Vedanta Sutras, 

2) prapatti’s upayatva and the validity of the sastras enjoining it, 
and 3) the primacy of the Lord as the Siddhopaya. The ekam is 
not redundant, for it reminds the soul of the dependency of his 
kartftva and the Siddhopaya’s primacy. According to his preferred 
interpretation, 

The word ekam ... is in this case a synonym for 
“solely” (kevalam), meaning exclusivity 
(avadharapa), as in the statement, “Resort to me 
alone, take refuge only in me.” [Thus] it removes 
[the soul’s] own autonomy (svasvOtantrya) in view 
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of the perfection and virtues of the Refuge 
(iarapya). The reasons for this are as follows: 

Since [the soul], under the direction of the sastras, 
performs an act of propitiation (vaiikarapa) 
which aids in his own protection, his own kartrtva 
also shows itself in salvation. [Thus] he might 
think of himself as being an upaya in the same 
way as the Lord and Refuge is the Siddhopaya. 

The word ekam here excludes this possibility of 
there being two [equal] upayas. This must be 
excluded because even though the soul’s kartrtva 
is authoritative, as stated in “karta sastrartha- 
vattvat” ( BS 2.3.33), this [kartrtva] is dependent, 
of little scope, and liable to be obstructed. 

(RTS 29 : p. 1077) 

He continues by clearly explaining the insignificance of the 
soul’s propitiating performance of the upaya, compared to the 
contribution of the Lord who is source of his agency and ability to 
act, the one who enjoined the upaya, and the one who grants the 
ultimate result. Like Manav5[am5muni, he uses the analogy of the 
cataka bird to illustrate the soul’s attitude, (Cf. JS 2) But his 
anology has a subtle shift of emphasis. Here the soul is said to be 
as helpless as a cataka bird with regard to the final result, but only 
after he has performed the upaya. In carrying out the sadhyopaya, 
the soul exercises cooperating, dependent agency 

Therefore even when the soul himself performs 
the upaya, it comes about because of the Lord’s 
grace (katak$a), as it is said, “without your 
garce, indeed, O Varada, even the speech of 
[taking] refuge would not arise frome me.” 24 
Therefore, as one prompted (prerita) by Him, by 
means of the organs and limbs that He gave, 
which cannot even be extended if He does not 
cooperate, while He renders aid, one does the 
upaya He himself has shown, and then looks up 
open-mouthed like a cataka bird for the fruit 
that He gives. By this word ekam, it is affirmed 
that it is not appropriate for the discriminating 
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mumuk§u to think of himself as a second Siddho- 
p5ya equal to the One whose independent agency 
cannot be obstructed by anything. Along these 
line s, some have said that the work ekam is stated 
so that we won’t think of prapatti, which is the 
sadhyopaya, as being on the same level as the 
Siddhopaya. This is because, even if this prapatti, 
like bhaktiyoga, has been enjoined as a pacifi¬ 
cation (prasadana), it is merely for the purpose 
of allaying the anger of the Lord who is qualified 
by innate compassion, etc. As such, the direct 
cause for the fruit is the will of the One who has 
this innate power and compassion. (RTS 29 : 
pp. 1077-8) 

After interpreting the ekam in line with his doctrine of Siddho¬ 
paya and sadhyopaya, Desika launches into a point by point refu¬ 
tation of the various descriptions of prapatti which the Srirangam 
acaryas use to deny prapatti’s upayatva and support the Lord’s 
sole upayatva. 

In this way, since the sadhyopaya is a mere 
pretext (vyaja) in comparison to the Siddhopaya, 
some people have exaggerated its lack of impor¬ 
tance by saying that it is 1) mere knowledge of 
the relationship [of the soul and the Lord], 

2) mere affirmation of the Siddhopaya, 3) mere 
non-refusal, 4) mere premission, 5) merely a 
distinction from insentience, 5) an act of intel¬ 
ligence, 6) serenity of mind, 7) an attribute of 
the adhikari. It is impossible to affirm that these 
are the correct meaning merely by citing state¬ 
ments giving [importance] to the Siddhopaya. 

For all these are at variance with the injunction 
“taranam vraja ” and are flawed by too many 
logical inconsistencies (prasanga) (RTS 29 : 
pp. 1079-80) 

Treating each description as if it were intended as a sufficient defini¬ 
tion of prapatti, he uses rigorous logic to find contradictions and 
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inadequacies in each. He argues that if prapatti is declared to be 
merely knowledge of the sesa-sesi relationship or an affirmation 
the Lord as the up§ya, (CfMumu 156, 228, BVB 60) then 

if this arose from mere speech there would be no 
point in enjoining it. The. Zribhasya and other 
[authorities] have established that those who say 
moksa is from nonenjoined knowledge (avidheya- 
jhana) [such as the Advaitins] are in conflict with 
the jsastric] injunctions of upasana, etc. If there 
is another form of knowledge one has to undertake 
after gaining knowledge of the tattvas, then its 
nature has to be learned from [scriptural] state¬ 
ments which enjoin, describe, and exemplify the 
performance of prapatti. Passages stating that 
[prapatti] is acceptance of the Siddhopaya essen¬ 
tially point to what the adhikari has to do: that 
is, bharany&sa accompanied by a prayer, as deter¬ 
mined from the injunction. (RTS 29 : p. 1080) 

By referring to the Bribhasya and “non-enjoined knowledge” he 
seems to imply that the Srirangam acaryas’ use of the “moksa is 
from knowledge” principle comes dangerously close to the Advaitin 
position which Ramanuja criticized for its repudiation of sastric 
injunctions. 

He demonstrates that it it is untenable to describe prapatti as 
mere non-refusal of the protection the Lord offers (affirmed by 
PiUai Lokacarya in Mumu 228, 273, and BVB 60). This threatens 
the Lord’s autonomy and is attended by logical contradictions. At 
the same time, he defends the validity of seeing prapatti as a 
pacification. 

If the statement that it is mere non-refusal means 
[prapatti] is simply not rejecting [the Lod], [it 
would mean that] the soul was previously so 
powerful as to obstruct [the Lord] and thus 
Isvara’s lordliness would be constricted. If by 
means of his offenses [the soul] created disfavor 
and thereby obstructed [the Lord], the prapatti 
he does must be a pacification (prasodana ). If 
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the soul obstructs by his activity of self-protection, 
then it would unfortunately result that isvara 
would also grant moksa in the states of deep sleep 
and pralaya, in which [the soul] is devoid of 
activity, as well as in the state of alertness in 
which one is capable of acting but remains with¬ 
out obstructing. (RTS 29 : p. 1080,) 

The other characterizations he dismisses as inadequate mainly 
because they fail to distinguish prapatti from bhaktiyoga or every¬ 
day activities. 

If [prapatti] is said to be mere permission, this 
would apply to the upttsaka [bhaktiyogin]. 
Inasmuch as mere distinction from insentient 
matter is present even in the state of being un¬ 
favorable [to the Lord], this could not facilitate 
one’s protection. If it is said to be an act of 
intelligence, since even upasana and all other 
conscious activities are acts of consciousness, 
there would be no distinctive attribute for this 
[prapatti]. There would no need for teaching and 
the like if this means that [prapatti] occurs to the 
soul spontaneously. If [prapatti] is said to be 
mere mental serenity devoid of attachment to the 
goal,individual tastes. It is impossible to call this 
[prapatti] which is enjoined by the statement vraja 
an attribute of the adhikari .If one attri¬ 

butes any of these distortions (kappalivu) to the 
prapatti enjoined as something to be done 
(sadhya), one would condemn upasana, etc., in 
the same way. Then the intention to state the 
distinctive characteristics of prapatti compared to 
bhaktiyoga (upasana) by these methods would 
fail." (RTS 29 : p. 1081) 

Desika’s arguments for considering prapatti as an upftya can 
be summarized for easy comparison with the arguments of the 
Srirangam scaryas : 
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1) Prapatti is not merely cessation, knowledge, or desire—it 
is an activity prescribed in the sastras as something to be done by 
the soul. 

2) Prapatti or self-surrender is to be performed with five 
accompanying ahgas as stated in pancaratra. 

3) Prapatti is a necessary propitiation which wins the Lord’s 
saving grace by pacifying His will to punish the soul for past sins. 

4) Even though the Lord is the Siddhopaya, the ultimate 
agent of all activities and the sole agent for granting the fruit, in 
performance of prapatti, the sadhyopaya, the soul has cooperating 
agency as in other performances enjoined in the sastras for 
particular results. 

5) The ekam of the Caramasloka merely points out the 
inequality between the all-powerful and merciful Siddhopaya and 
the sadhyopaya performed by the soul, which is a mere pretext. 

6) It is in accord with the soul’s nature that he perform the 
means enjoined by the Lord as a pacification in the sastras (which 
are His commands) using the dependent agency granted Him by the 
Lord; the self-sufficiency of this Up8ya is manifest in the fact that 
the Lord requires only this one-time act and no others to grant the 
supreme goal. 

7) Though the Lord is all-powerful and ever willing to save, 
He waits for an opportunity in the form of the soul’s performance 
of the enjoined sadhyopaya as a pretext to save, and thus protects 
the meaningfulness of the sastras which are His commands, and 
His own egalitarianism. Once self-surrender to the true-willed 
Lord has been performed in the manner He has enjoined, the result 
is certain. 

In this way Desika defends prapatti as a saAganu$thana 
enjoined in sastras as necessary to propitiate the Lord, who, on 
this pretext, graciously grants salvation. Thus there is no harm in 
calling it the cooperating sadhyopaya or means to be performed by 
the soul, while affirming primacy of the Lord as the Siddhopaya. 
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NOTES TO CHAPTER FOUR 

1 “bhagavadpravrttivirodhisvapravrttinivrttih prapattih.” The 

lost works of Rama Misra, a direct disciple of Ramanuja, 
seem to have considerably influenced the thought of the 
Srirangam acaryas. In his Nikseparaksd, Vedanta Desika 
criticizes Rama Misra’s definition of prapatti as incomplete. 
(Nikseparaksd, p. 16, in irimad Vedanta Deiika Granthamdla, 
vol. 8, ed. P. B. Annangaracharya (Kanchi : A. Sampat 
kumaran, 1941). 

2. Manavalamamuni uses the term vydja, pretext, with a different 
emphasis than Vedanta Desika. It is the Lord who concocts 
a pretext to save the soul, not the soul who deliberately 
performs an enjoined act of propitiation as a pretext. This 
will be explained further in Chapter Six. 

3. PiUai Lokacarya, Parantapati, ADR p. 137. 

4. PiUai Lokacarya, Sriyahpatippati ADR p. 193. 

5. These descriptions are. brought up and dismissed as inadequate 
by Vedanta Desika, as will be seen in the next section. 
Though Manavalamamuni’s comment on this passage demon¬ 
strates some familiarity with the opposing views of the Kanchi 
acaryas, he dose not explicitly defend these assertions against 
Vedanta Desika’s criticisms. 

6. Manavajamamuni here takes aim against Vedanta Desika’s 
interpretation of the ekam as excluding the need for other 
dharmas when surrendering to the Lord. The argument is 
closely reasoned, recalling Desika’s own style : “The fault 

(prasahga) of redundancy would occur if this only excludes 
other upayas [which were excluded by parityajya ].. If it 
excludes other deities, that was already established by the 
reference to [the Lord’s] exclusive form in [the word] mam. 
Therefore [PiJJai Lokacarya] says this [particle of] exclusion 
(avadhdrapa) removes upayatva in the acceptance subsequently 
stated as vraja. Since it might be thought that this acceptance 
itself is a sadhana because of anvayavyatireka [positive and 
negative logical concomitance : if acceptance, salvation—if no 
acceptance, no salvation], it must be specifically excluded from 
being a sadhana. (Mumu 222. Also see PS 5.) 
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7. Parantapati, ADR pp. 145-6. 

8. PiJJai Lokacarya says : “His happiness is promoted by the 
merest indication of [the soul’s] interest.” MaijavaJamamuni 
elaborates : “[The soul], for time without beginning, has been 
averse [to the Lord], using any pretext to cling to his resolve 
to avoid Him. [Thus] when [the Lord] gets some activity 
which is an indication that such a one has dropped that idea 
and become inclined toward Him, His heart rejoices, saying 
‘One who has been averse for so long has today become 
inclined [to Me]! How fortunate!” (SVB 137) Also, see 
Lokacarya’s description of prapatti quoted in MaijavSja- 
mamuni’s commentary on Mumu 239. 

9. In her dissertation (see bibliography), Vasudha Narayanan has 
shown that the theme of prapatti’s shamefulness originates in 
Periyavaccan PiJJai’s commentaries on Ramanuja’s Starayagati 
Gadya and Yamuna’s Stotra Ratna (52, 65). Vedanta Desika’s 
commentaries on these same works take issue with periya¬ 
vaccan PiJJai’s implication that prapatti is somehow shameful 
or sinful. In SVB 146, Pijlai Lokacarya says, “Even 
prapatti—which is an atonement for all offenses—stands in 
the category of an offense, such that one needs to ask pardon 
for it.” commenting on this curnai, Manavajamamuni echoes 
Periyavaccan PiJJai’s interpretation of the Pararnigati Gadya. 
After taking refuge in the Lord, Ramanuja reflected on his 
relationship to the Lord and then begged forgiveness for all 
past acts of autonomy contary to his subservience and 
dependence, including “coming shamelessly into the Lord’s 
presence in this way and doing prapatti.” ( SVB 146, cf. 
Periyavaccan PiJJai in Gadya Vyakhyttnanka(, ed. K. Srinivasa 
Iyengar Swami, Trichy : S Krishnaswami Iyengar, 1976, 
p. 52ff., p. 64.) In his RahasyatrayasOra, Desika qutotes 
Stotra Ratna 65, where Yamuna appears to apologize for his 
earlier prapatti, explaining that this was done only for any 
traces of egoism that might have been present in his surrender- 
This does not mean that “prapatti performed according to 
sastra is an offense” ; otherwise, since prapatti is also an 
atonement for offenses, it would result in a regressus ad 
infinitum. (RST 29 : p. 1107) 
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This dispute shows how the Srirangam ScSryas’ zeal to 
inspire devotion can clash with Vedanta Desika’s concern to 
preserve philosophical consistency. The Srirangam acaryas 
want to emphasize the utter humility the soul should feel 
when reflecting on his past activity done under the delusion of 
self-autonomy, in flagrant defiance of his essential dependence. 
To declare that even the act of returning to the Lord in 
surrender smacks of this shameful autonomy forcefully brings 
out the extent of this humility, and perhaps counters the 
Kanchi acaryas’ view of prapatti as a meritorious deed which 
wins the Lord’s favor. In other contexts, however, the 
Srirangam acaryas argue that prapatti is quite compatible 
with the soul’s dependence and subservience. This is an 
instance of the Srirangam acaryas’willingness to use hyperbole 
and dramatic analogies to further their devotional aims, even 
at the expense of doctrinal consistency. 

10. P'eriya Tirumoli 2.7.1, NDP 1108. 

11. The relationship between the Lord’s autonomy and the 
concept of causeless grace will be explained more fully in 
Chapter Six. tfrivacana Bhusana refers to a well-known 
passage of the Mundaka (3.2.3) and Katha (2.23) Upani$ads 
to substantiate the doctrine of paragatasvikdra: “The 
[Paramjatman is not attained by discourse, nor by meditation, 
nor by much learning. He alone whom He chooses, attains 
the [Paramjatman, to him the [Param]5tman reveals His own 
form’’. (&VB 149). 

12. Ra 6.12.21 : anayenam harisrestha dattamasyabhayam mays/ 
vibhisapo va sugriva yadi va ravapab svayam. 

13. Periya Tirumoli 11.8.8, NDP 2029. 

14. Attributed to Sdtvata Sarhhita. 

15. Desika’s purvapak$a recalls AcHf 19-24. Mapavajamamuni 
quotes the same sloka from Vi$pu Tattva in TaTr 40. 

16. Desika further supports his view by citing scriptural evidence 
that authoritative instances of prapatti in ItihasapurSpa 
include all these angas: Trijata’s resorting to Sits, Vibhi§apa’s 
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resorting to Rama, etc. (RTS 11 : pp. 361-70) In addition, 
he shows how all these an gas are implicit in the Dvaya 
mantra. (RTS 11 : pp. 371-.4) 

17. Parantapati, ADR pp. 155-6, quoted by Maijavajamamuni in 
$VB 57. 

18. Ra 6.12.15, 6.12 3, 6.12.21. 

19. Ramanuja’s S'aranagati Gadya, SM p. 10. 

20. Attributed to Sanatkumara Samhita. 

21. Tattva RatnOvali 29, AR p. 80. 

22. Mbh 3.86.22. 

23. Rahasya RatnOvali Hrdayam, AR p. 137. Desika’s view is that 
an imperfect performance of prapatti or subsequent deliberate 
sin can delay the results of prapatti but nothing can prevent 
it from yielding its fruit eventually. See Chapter Five. 

24. Kuratta Ivan’s VaradarOjastava 88, SM p. 40. 

25. PiJlai Lokacarya says prapatti is permission or consent in his 
Parantapati and Sriyahpatippati, quoted by Mapavajamamuni 
in Mumu 239. In Mumu 228, Lokacarya describes prapatti in 
terms of a distinction from insentience, an act of intelligence, 
and serenity of mind. Mapavalamamuni describes prapatti 
as an attribute of the adhikari in SVB 59 and 135. 


19 




5 


SERVICE AND THE LIFE OF THE PRAPANNA 

A. INTRODUCTION 

The idea that service to the Lord (kainkarya, seva, dasya) is 
the ultimate destiny of the subservient soul has been a fundamental 
tenet of Srivaisgavism since the days of the founding acaryas. 
Yamuna in his Stotra Ratna and Ramanuja in his Gadyas pray for 
eternal service at the feet of the Lord. 1 In the Vedartha Sangraha 
Ramanuja argues that service is a hardship only if the seja-sesi 
relationship is lacking or the object of service is unworthy. But 
service done to glorify the all-perfect Lord and Sesi is the 
fulfillment of the soul’s nature as se§a. (VS 182, 250) The later 
acaryas often quote maxims from Mima Asa declaring that one who 
does not serve has no sesatva. 2 

Whereas perfect service to the Lord can be realized only after 
mok;a, when the soul joins the nityasuris Vaikuijtha, service can 
begin in this very life. For the bhaktiyogin, service pleasing to the 
Lord (worship, sacrifice, etc.) is part of his upaya for reaching 
mok;a. But a prapanna's service is aimed only at pleasing the 
Lord. Upon taking refuge in the self-sufficient Siddhopfiya, 
nothing further is needed to secure one’s salvation. Thus all 
subsequent service is part of the upeya or goal of salvation, not the 
upaya or means. This idea is brought out in the traditional inter¬ 
pretation of the Dvaya mantra. In the first sentence, irimdn 
ndrayana carapau iarapam prapadye, one surrenders to the Lord as 
upaya; in the second sentence, irimate ndrdyandya namai,h, one 
prays for service to the Lord and His consort as the upeya. (Mumu 
160, 168; RTS 18: p. 1058) 
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Disagreement between the Srirangam and Kanchi acaryas 
arises over what form the prapanna’s life of kainkarya is to take, 
what is to guide it, and what consequences follow from any 
offenses or omissions. The diversity of the J>rivai§qava scriptural 
heritage predisposes the tradition to controversy on this issue. The 
Bhagavad Gita's ideal of service means performing of the sastric 
varna iramadharmas with the threefold renunciation of fruits, attach¬ 
ment and agency. In Pancaratra, kainkarya involves an elaborate 
regimen of daily and occasional rites to the domestic and temple 
idol. The epics and puraijas glorify a more spontaneous and 
devotinal type of service to the Lord through singing and praising, 
offering fruit and flowers, and serving His devotees. This loving 
service, which is open to all, is most clearly exemplified in the 
hymns of the Alvars who poured out their love to the Lord’s 
arcavatara at His temples. Every acarya wants to affirm the value 
and authority of all these strands of the Srivaisnava heritage; 
but disparity between the forms of service seen in each type of 
literature necessitates compromise. 

On this issue, the contrast between the popular devotionalism 
favored by the Srirangam acaryas and the legalistic/philosophical 
concerns of the Kanchi acaryas is readily apparent. Mapavala- 
mamuni and the Srirangam acaryas clearly prefer the concept of 
service as a spontaneous expression of love aimed at pleasing the 
Lord. While acknowledging the importance of the sastras as 
guides to service, they claim that the soul’s love for the Lord— 
which is grounded in his svarupa of subservience and dependence— 
is a more fundamental motivation which may sometimes overrule 
the letter of sastra. They point out how extreme love for the Lord 
occasionally inspired the Alvars to do things contrary to the sastras 
and even to their own dependent status. They emphasize that the 
prapanna who has realized his true nature of sesatva and 
paratantrya will never deliberately do anything which might offend 
the Lord. But should he happen to engage in some sin due to the 
influence of material nature and past karma, he need not fear 
punishment once he remembers that he has already surrendered 
himself to the protection of the Lord who has vowed to release him 
from all sins. 

According to the Srirangam acaryas, for the remainder of his 
life on earth, the prapanna is to manifest his svarupa of subservient 
dependence in loving servitude to the Lord as arcavatara and even 
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more important, in subservience to the Lord’s devotees (bhagavata- 
iesatva). They cite epic and purariic incidents showing that no 
service is more pleasing to the Lord than service to those He holds 
dear, and no offense is more heinous than offending a Bhagavata 
by disparaging his birth. Srirangam acaryas affirm that behavior 
manifesting love and humility toward the Lord and His devotees is 
more in keeping with the soul’s svarupa than varnaSramadharma 
based on superficial characteristics of birth For this reason, they 
go so far as to say that a lowly birth conducive to humility and 
service is superior to a brahmin birth which gives a tendency toward 
egoism (ahahkara). To serve low-caste Bhagavatas with humility 
is the best way to please the Lord and eradicate the egoism contrary 
to the soul’s svarupa. 

Vedanta Desika’s interest in dharmasastra is apparent from 
the careful attention he gives to delineating the exact duties of a 
prapanna in various circumstances and spelling out the conse¬ 
quences of any omissions or failures. He insists that sastra is the 
indispensable guide to service in this life, for it is only through 
the sastras—which constitute the Lord’s commandments—that one 
can know what actions will be pleasing to Him. To keep from 
offending the Lord, a parpanna must observe all daily and 
occasional (nityanaimittika) karmas prescribed in sastra according 
to varga, asrama, etc. Desika interprets Pancaratra as teaching 
that any deliberate offense by a prapanna must be atoned by 
another act of prapatti. Otherwise, the Lord will render punish¬ 
ment in the form of slight suffering within this lifetime. Though 
moksa at the end of this life is assured by his first prapatti, 
unatoned offenses may lengthen his life until punishment can be 
experienced. According to Desika, one who has done prapatti 
for moksa may do prapatti numerous times for other goals 
permitted by the sastra in keeping with his status—e.g,, release at 
a specified time, knowledge and devotion, or the removal of the 
prarabdha karmas which prompt deliberate sin. 

Desika s insistence that sastra is the only sure guide to pleasing 
the Lord prompts him to a more conservative interpretation of 
bhagavata*e$atva. Though the word demands that His devotess be 
respected, that respect must be given within the confines of the rules 
of varyairamadharma He has ordained in sastra. Epic and puratjic 
incidents that conflicts with specific sastric injunctions must be 
taken as exceptions, not as normative examples. 
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B. MAtfAVA^AMAMUNI : 

1. SERVICE AND THE SOUL'S NATURE 

Ma^avajamamuni and the Srirangam acaryas emphasize that 
the service (kainkarya, seva) a soul performs is motivated by love 
and rooted in his essential nature as a dependent sesa. PiJlai 
Lokacarya says, “If kainkarya is not based on devotion, it should 
come about based on fear.” (SVB 281) Manavajamamuni explains 
that if service is not motivated by the soul’s natural love for the 
Lord and 3esi, it must at least be done out of fear that being 
deprived of service, the natural “livelihood of a sesa,” would 
damage one’s svarupa of sesatva. (ibid.) 

Since it is grounded in love and subservience, service is not to 
be done for one’s own purposes or enjoyment; it must be aimed 
only at the enjoyment of the Lord. ( Mumu 181) Manavajamamuni 
says, “If one does something for no other purpose [than the Lord’s 
enjoyment] then the svarupa which is the source of kainkarya 
shines forth.” ( SVB 287) Whereas activity for self-purpose and 
self-enjoyment is contrary to sesatva and paratantrya, activity for 
the sole sake of the Lord’s glory and pleasure fulfills the purpose 
of the dependent soul’s kartrtva and sesatva. (SVB 72) 

283-84. Kainkarya must be the result (phala) not 
the means to a result. That is, one makes Him 
put out His hand [to receive] without putting out 
[one's own] hand. 

The one doing kainkarya must not desire anything 
from Him as a reward for it, but just keep doing 
it as an end in itself . . . making it so that the 
recipient. . . accepts it gladly, as if He were in 
need, unmindful of His own perfection. (SVB 
283-4) 

According to the Srirangam acaryas, the sheer beauty of the 
Lord, His delightful qualities, and the soul’s bhoktftva are constant 
threats to the service which ought to aim only at the Lord’s 
enjoyment. {Mumu 182) The soul’s love for the Lord and service 
to Him, says Pi}]ai LokScarya, should be based on one’s svarupa 
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as a se$a, not on the Lord’s enjoyable qualities. (S'KB 108, 114) 
Maijavalamamuni cites Laksmana andSita as examples. Lak$ma?a 
revealed that he served the Lord because of His wonderful qualities. 
But superior to this is the service of Sita, who declared she would 
follow Rama even if he were ugly and devoid of virtues, because it 
is inherent in her nature. (S'KB 114) 

One of the favorite forms of service done by the Alvfirs is 
mahgalaiasana —a benediction wishing auspiciousness, protection, 
and well-being to the Lord’s arcavatara. In order to justify this 
kind of service, PiJ}ai Lokacarya brings up the question of whether 
it is appropriate for the sesa, who is by nature the one to be 
protected, to try to protect the Protector of all or to try to add 
auspiciousness to the all-perfect Lord whose very nature is 
auspiciousness. Maijavalamamuni explains that mangalttiosana is 
indeed a function of love in keeping with the soul’s sesatva. 

244. If it be asked whether mangalasasana is 
contrary to the svarupa, [we reply :] In the state 
of knowledge, the protector-protected relationship 
is found in its normal condition. In the state of 
love, it is reversed. 

The Lord’s nature is pure auspiciousness, opposed 
to all that is objectionable, and protecting all 
other than Himself. To take such a One and try 
to get rid of His inauspiciousness or bring about 
an auspiciousness He doesn’t yet have—wouldn’t 
this be contrary to the svarupa which naturally 
ought to be protected by Him ? ... “In the 
state of knowledge” means while clearly cognizant 
of the Lord’s nature of protector and one’s own 
nature as the one to be protected . . . . ” In the 
state of love” means while the heart is melting 
from reflecting on the Lord’s bodily beauty and 
tenderness [qualities of the idol] and thinking of 
what may happen to Him. With this misplaced 
fear and doubt one is unable to think of His 
svarupa. In this state the soul, in confusion, 
seeks a way to protect the Lord. 
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258. Therefore, mangaUsasana is in accord with 
the svarupa. 

Mahgaloiasana is appropriate to the svarupa, for 
it is something which must necessarily be done 
by all who are sesas. A sesa manifests his svarupa 
only by promoting the excellence of the Se?l. 
Therefore wishing excellence to the Se§i is in 
accord with the svarupa of the sesa. ( SVB 244, 

258) 

The love which wells up in the soul during intimate service 
may impel the soul to do other things which seem contrary to his 
subservience and dependence. The Alvars sometimes aggressively 
sought the Lord’s presence, chastized Him, and rode the mafal to 
shame Him into appearing. 3 This problem is discussed in Srivacana 
Bhu$apa, where PiJlai LokacSrya explains that such seemingly 
self-purposed activity is not always a fault resulting from the soul’s 
egoism. When it is motivated by overwhelming love and devotion, 
prompted by the soul’s experience of the Lord’s nature, then it is 
neither possible nor desirable to give up these efforts. Since they 
delight the Lord, these activities must be seen as part of the goal 
(upeya, phala) of service. 

270. Indeed , all these things that come from the 
fault of the Object are impc ssible to give up. 

“All these things’’ means being involved in one’s 
own purposes, the devotion which causes this, 
and the resulting activity to reach Him. These 
are all from the “fault”—that is, the distinctive 
excellence—of [the Lord] which is so moving that 
it makes even men put on female dress [and ride 
the matal]. Even if one tries to refrain from such 
things because they are contrary to the svarupa, 
it is impossible. 

272. That which is a result of the uptlya and 
contained in the upeya will never obstruct the upaya. 

“Result of the upSya” means the result of the 
labors done by the Siddhopaya. . . who originates 
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and promotes the devotion from which arises 
such activities . . . Activities such as riding 
the matal delight the Lord who thinks, “He is 
suffering all this out of his desire for me !” 
Therefore, they are equivalent to kainkarya done 
to delight Him and are included in the upeya . . . 

Such things will not interfere with the efficacy of 
the upaya. (S' VB 270, 272) 

We find some ambivalence in the way the Srirangam acaryas 
perceive the role of the sastra in the prapanna’s service. They 
recognize the sastras to be the Lord’s commandments, and do not 
want to foster antinomianism. However, they emphasize that the 
soul’s true nature and love for the Lord are more fundamental in 
guiding the soul’s service than sastra. The cryptic works of PilJai 
Lokacarya and his brother include some extreme statements 
criticized by Vedanta Desika for their repudiation of the sastras. 
Magava}amamuni’s commentaries show him trying to bring out 
the devotional fervor which inspired them while avoiding any 
antinomian implications. The difficulty in maintaining this balance 
makes for some internal contradictions. 

Acdrya Hrdaya presents the most radical position against 
aastric varnasramadharmas. The following passage draws a sharp 
contrast between 1) the sastric karmas differentiated according to 
superficial characteristics (such as one’s body of birth) and moti¬ 
vated by injunctions, and 2) the service designated according to 
the soul’s true nature and inspired by love. (Manavalamamuni’s 
commentary is necessary to make these terse curpais intelligible). 

26. Karma and kainkarya are conformable 
[respectively] to real and unreal, eternal and non¬ 
eternal, varpa and servitude (dasya). 

Karma is [stipulated] according to varipa which 
is unreal and non-eternal ; kainkarya is 
[stipulated] according to servitude which is real 
and eternal. Varija is said to be unreal and 
non-eternal because it is not based on the 
svarupayayathotmya, but only goes as deep as the 
perishable and conditional body which has no 
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one form eternally. Servitude is said to be real 
and eternal because it deals with the soul’s very 
nature. It has one form eternally and goes as 
deep as the soul to which it is conformable. 

27. For these two [karma and kainkarya], 
injunction and love are the motivators. 

Sastric injunctions such as “sacrifice” and “make 
oblation” motivate karma. Love—the singular 
desire for complete sesatva—motivates kainkarya. 
Kainkarya is based on love arising from 
experience of the Lord. (AcHf 26, 27) 

Acdrya Hrdaya goes even further to state that the ordinary 
karmas which the sastras enjoin according to one’s jati, varpa and 
dik$a may drop away from the prapanna who is engaged in the 
special service of love to the Lord enthroned in temples. (AcHf 31) 
Mapavalama muni explains that in the sastras, certain dharmas 
specified for a particular varga or jati are dropped for others. 
Ordinary dharmas appropriate to one’s varga or jati may be super¬ 
ceded by other dharmas when entering upon particular a^ramas or 
while undertaking special rituals. In the same way, 

for those qualified for the intimate service called 
“service to the throne,” which is special since it 
deals with the Lord in His exclusive form 
[as arcdvatdra ], the karmas which are aimed 
at the Lord in His more common form as the 
internal controller of the gods . . . slip away as 
naturally as items held in the hand of a sleeping 
person. Those established in certain vargas and 
asramas must give up all that is inappropriate, 
save only the dharmas appropriate for that 
particular qualification. Similarly, those who 
understand the soul’s true nature (svarupayd- 
thatmya) will naturally relinquish all except the 
dharmas appropriate to it. (AcHj 31) 

As if to avert the antinomian implications of this extreme position, 
here Magavajam5muni makes an exception : learned people may 
continue to do these dharmas out of compassion in order to keep 
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others from being misled, in the spirit of lokasahgraha as taught in 
the Bhagavad Gita. (BhG 3.23-4) 

The priority of love over the sastra is brought out in Srivacarta 
Bhu$apa by stating that in service, it is only possible to give up 
activities that are imposed from outside by an order (vidhiprOpta)- 
But activities that are prompted from within, by the soul’s love for 
the Lord, cannot be abandoned no matter how hard one tries. 
(S ’VB 86) However, Pi]]ai Lokacarya admits that sastric varnasrama- 
dharmas as well as the qualities of the svarupa are needed to guide 
the service aimed at pleasing the Lord. 

Kainkarya itself is two-fold : doing what [the 
Lord] desires and avoiding what [He] dislikes. 

What is liked and disliked depends on varna and 
Ssrama, and on the soul’s svarupa. (&VB 276-8) 

Mattavajamamuni proposes several ways to interpret this passage. 
Firstly, he says that varnasramadharma done with the intention of 
supporting the welfare of the world (lokasangraha) is a form of 
service pleasing to the Lord : 

Performance of dharmas appropriate to varna 
and aarama, done with the idea that they are for 
the sake of others, is desired. But those performed 
with the idea that they are for one’s own purposes 
are not desired. . . . “Those done for the sake of 
others” means those performed out of compas¬ 
sion, for lokasangraha, in order to uplift 
disciples and sons. In the Taniiloka * [PiUai 
Lokacarya] relates this idea : Among these 
[dharmas], those which our acSryas performed 
are done only out of compassion, in order to 
uplift disciples and sons. If they did not perform 
them in this way, harm would come to souls who 
are creatures of the Lord’s realm. To the extent 
they provide for loka-sahgraha and the elevation 
of disciples and sons, these should be performed.” 

(3FB 278) 

Here he suggests that since these dharmas help to protect and 
uplift other souls whom the Lord is trying to save, they constitute 
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service in accord w th the Lord’s will and the soul’s svarupa. But 
Mapavajamamuni makes it clear that these should not be perform¬ 
ed out of fear of some sin accruing to oneself if they are omitted, 
for this would be a form of self-purposedness contrary to the 
svarupa. (B VB 278) 

An alternative interpretation recalls the distinction between 
enjoined karma and loving service made in AcQrya Hfdaya 31 
(above). Here also MarjavaJamamuni carefully qualifies this inter¬ 
pretation to avoid a blanket repudiation of the sastras. 

This may be interpreted to mean that giving 
priority to varpa and asrama—which are 
conditional and non-eternal—is disliked [by the 
Lord], and that giving priority to the soul’s 
svarupa is desired. But suppose that instead of 
interpreting this as referring to priority, one takes 
it to mean that whatever is dependent on varna 
and asrama is disliked and whatever is dependent 
on the svarupa is desired, thereby putting 
Varijasrama [dharmas] in the category of what 
[the Lord] dislikes. The meaning of this sentence 
should not be construed as such, for this would 
conflict with the conduct of previous acaryas and 
the statements of the Lord and Sri [in 
Pancaratra?], such as : “Sruii and smrti are my 
commands; he who acts transgressing these is a 
lawbreaker, a traitor to me. Even if he is devoted 
to me, he is not a Vaisnava.” (&VB 278) 

In his next curnai Pi[]ai Lokacarya tries to ward off antinomianism 
by declaring that “One who fears to do merit will never do evil.” 
Maoavajamamuni explains that the prapanna, for fear of offending 
the Siddhopaya, would be afraid even to do a good deed—that is, 
another upaya for moksa—much less an evil deed that even an 
ordinary man would avoid. (SVB 279) 

According to the Srirangam acaryas, whereas the followers of 
other sastric upayas may indulge in pleasures the sSstras permit or 
enjoin, the prapanna whose sole delight is in the Lord is even 
averse to these. 
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101. Followers of other [up ay asJ accept abstain¬ 
ing from prohibited objects. The superiority of the 
prapanna is in abstaining even from permitted 
objects. 

Mere abstention from things like other’s wives, 
etc., prohibited by the sastras, applies for those 
who desire wealth or sense enjoyment, as well as 
for the upasakas who are devoted to other 
sadhanas, The prapanna is different from both 
of these; he is superior to them in that he 
abstains even from things like his own wife, etc., 
which are ordained in the sastras. (S>VB 101) 

Distaste for all worldly sense pleasures (vairagya) may arise in the 
prapanna because of the Lord’s beauty which overshadows all 
other things. It may arise by the grace of the Lord who cuts off 
the soul’s other attachments. Or it may arise from reflecting on 
the teachings of the avataras or the conduct of the acaryas. (&VB 
102) But the primary basis for this vairagya is the fact that 
enjoyment of anything other than the Lord—even if permitted by 
the sastras—is contrary to the soul’s true nature. (S’ VB 107) 

183. Contact with prohibited objects is like taking 
poison. Contact with permitted objects is like 
taking food mixed with poison. 

For one unaware of it, food mixed with poison 
will appear favorable but it will certainly end 
one’s life. Similarly, things well-known to be 
permitted by the sastras seem favorable, but they 
will destroy the soul’s svarupa of having no other 
delight [than the Lord] (ananyabhogatva). (SfVB 
183) 

tfrivacana Bhu$apa goes so far as to declare that even engaging 
in enjoined pleasures (vihitabhoga) without self-enjoyment but 
only with the idea that they are dharmas is still contrary to the 
soul’s svarupa. Maoavslamamuni says : 

Even though enjoined pleasures are not 
condemned by society or a reason for [going to] 
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hell like prohibited pleasures, they are contrary 
to the svarupa, contraray to Vedanta, and 
condemned by the learned as obstacles to the 
goal. Therefore they should be abandoned. 

Even if he drops the idea of enjoyment and 
engages in them with the idea that they are 
dharma, the svarupa is lost. (S VB 455-6) 

Bhaktiyogins must do such enjoined activities with the thought 
that they are dharmas as part of the upaya, after relinquishing the 
idea of self-enjoyment. But “for the prapanna,” ManavaJamSmuni 
explains, “even activity with the idea of dharma is destructive to 
his qualification. Therefore abstention from even enjoined objects 
is necessary.” (SVB 101) Such activity diminishes the svarupa of 
the soul whose only dharma and upaya is the Lord. 

Therefore, just as the svarupa’s ananyabhogatva is 
lost when one acts with the idea of enjoyment, the 
svarupa’s ananyopdyatva is lost when one acts 
with the idea that they are dharmas. Such being 
the case, it is in no way appropriate for him to 
engage in these enjoined things. No matter how 
he does it, loss to the svarupa is unavoidable. 

(SVB 456) 

Even though the prapanna would never deliberately offend the 
Lord or act in a manner contrary to his svarupa, the Srirangam 
acaryas admit that due to remaining karmic vasanSs and the fact 
that he still has a material body, it is possible that he may yet 
engage in some misdeed. The prapanna need not fear that any 
such offense might endanger his release at the end of this life, for 
the Lord has vowed in the Caramasloka to forgive the prapanna 
from all sin (sarvapOpebhyo moksayisyOmi ma sucah). PilJai 
LokacSrya says that “all sin” includes “ignorance, karma, karmic 
tendencies, desires, and attachment to prakrti” (Mumu 250), as 
well as all subsequent sins such as “those which follow from natural 
tendencies, such as shredding grass and scratching, and things done 
out of fear of the world’s scorn, out of compassion, or out of 
confusion.” (Mumu 251) Maijavajamamuni interprets “those which 
follow from natural tendencies” as unintentional sins. “Those 
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done out ot confusion” means “engaging in the abandoned upayas 
or doing prapatti again.” “Those done out of fear of the world’s 
scorn or compassion” he takes to include dharmas motivated by 
lokasahgraha and the desire to uplift others. In the passages from 
tfrivacana Bhusana cited above, he approved of observing 
varnasramadharma out of compassion and lokasahgraha as a form 
of service. Here these performances are included in the category 
of sins which the Lord forgives. 

[These include] the daily and occasional (nitya 
naimittika) karmas done out of fear, saying “If I 
don’t do them, people will reproach me,” and 
[such duties] done out of compassion, thinking 
“Alas, if people see me omitting these, they will 
[imitate me] and be destroyed.” (Mumu 251) 

The next curnai clearly portrays lokasahgraha activity as 
something to be abandoned along with other upayas ; for the 
prapanna to engage in it is a sin, even if he does not think of it as 
an upaya for some result. Piljai LokScSrya says, “There is no 
need to wonder whether, like a madman’s meanderings which lead 
him to a village, these things are included in the rejected upayas.” 
(Mumu 252) Manavajamamuni explains that a madman will reach 
a village by travelling along the road that leads to it, even though 
he has no idea that he is going anywhere. He quotes Piljai LokS- 
carya’s Tanicaramam to say that, in the same way. 

Even if one performs them out of compassion 
these [dharmas] will also have their results, just 
as a lump of clay thrown high will not remain in 
the air. Therefore these must also must be 
referred to by the word “sin” (pOpa) [in 
sarvapapebhyo moksayisyOmi ].” 6 (Mumu 252) 

While their attitude toward dharmas done for lokasahgraha is 
ambivalent, the Srirangam acaryas unanimously claim that prapatti 
is to be done one time, once and for all. Since the Lord has 
vowed to release the soul from all sins, and since he needs no other 
aids to accomplish his purpose, no further performance of prapatti 
is necessary. Repeated prapatti is definitely in the category of an 
offense, even though the Lord will forgive even that. {Mumu 253) 
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In the event of subsequent sin, the prapanna will afterwards feel 
repentent and remorseful at having offended the Lord and acted 
contrary to his svarupa. But the only atonement necessary is to 
remember his earlier prapatti. This is a point of dispute with the 
Kanchi acaryas which seems to center around two verses in Lak$mi 
Tantra. One verse says that prapatti is to be done only once, and 
the other verse says that the atonement for further offense is to do 
prapatti again. In explaining why the verb of the Dvaya mantra 
is in the present tense, Mariavajamamuni quotes both verses, but 
his interpretation clearly gives more weight to the first. 

Such statements as the following proclaim that 
prapatti is to be done once and for all : “This 
[prapatti], the essence of the sastra, done once 
and for all, transports one [across the sea of 
samsara].” ( LT 17.92) "To one who has done 
prapatti once and for all and who pleads ‘I am 
yours,’ to him I give protection from all creatures, 
this is my vow.’’ 6 So why is it stated in the 
present tense ? To this he reveals : 

157. The present tense is for the purpose of medi¬ 
tation, when sattva rises up and [the soul] then 
becomes afraid . . . 

.... One who is still attached to the material 
world, when disturbed by the gupas of rajas and 
tamas, may happen to engage in some upSya or 
some misdeed. Afterwards, when sattva comes 
to the fore, he will repent and become afraid. 

There is no atonement for this except prapatti, 
as it is said, “The atonement prdyaicitta) is to 
take refuge again, then and there.” (LT 17.93) 

But after prapatti is done once and for all, doing 
it again is not proper. Therefore, stating it in 
the present tense allows one to think about one’s 
previous performance of prapatti] and be relieved. 

(Mumu 157) 

The prapanna should have faith that the goal will be achieved 
(Mumu 116), since he has resorted to the all-powerful and merciful 



160 


The tfrivaifpava Theological Dispute... 


SiddhopSya who has promised to release him from all sins at the 
end of this life, as soon as his prarSbdha karmas are spent. 
However, since one is still under the influence of karma and prakrti 
in the meantime, and since the same Lord who is the upaya is also 
the judge of karma, it is natural that the prapanna will occasiona¬ 
lly experience doubt and fear. If he becomes afraid upon thinking 
of the enormity of his sins prior to prapatti, or when he feels 
remorse and fear upon engaging in some sin thereafter, the remedy 
is the same : to think of how he has already surrendered to the 
mercy of the Lord who has vowed to release him from all sin. 
Pillai Lokacarya says : 

404-6. The cause of fear is karma , the cause of 
non-fear is grace. Fear and non-fear—these two 
continue by turns until attainment. Thinking of 
what has to be removed is a cause of fear. Thinking 
of the Remover is a cause of non-fear. 

Even though he is an object of the Lord’s mercy, 
since he remains with prakrti, this adhikari [the 
prapanna] will always be thinking of the karma 
which has caused his samsara since beginningless 
time and thinking of the grace of the Lord who 
accepts him regardless of his karma. When he 
thinks of karma, there will be fear ; when he 
thinks of [the Lord’s] grace, there will be non¬ 
fear. These two will continue by turns until the 
connection with prakrti is severed and he attains 
the Lord . . . Knowing [the extent of] his own 
ignorance, karma, vasanas, and connection with 
prakrti—all to be removed by the Lord’s grace— 
makes the soul fear that samsara may yet over¬ 
come him. But the Lord who declares “I will 
release you from all sins” will cause these to be 
removed. Therefore, knowing the grace of the 
Remover makes one lose that fear. But even if 
one knows the power of the Remover, for as long 
as one still has that which is to be removed, 
these two [fear and non-fear] will occur intermit¬ 
tently. (SVB 404-6) 7 
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2. BHAGA VA TAS ESA TV A AND THE SOUL'S VIRTUES 

According to the Srirangam acaryas, it is not proper for the 
prapanna who has realized his dependence and subservience to the 
Lord to deliberately accumulate merits or virtues on his own. As 
Pillan’s milk analogy says, goodness one cultivates for oneself is 
like store-bought milk, but the goodness which the Lord fosters in 
the soul is natural, like breast milk. (SVB 177-8) Cultivation of 
virtues should be left to the grace of the Lord, who works through 
the acarya and through contact with other Bhagavatas to instill in 
the soul knowledge, devotion, aversion to worldly pleasures, 
quieting of sense organs, and loss of egoism. Mapavajamamuni 
says : 

The virtues [proper] to the soul (atmaguna), such 
as serenity and self-control, cannot be produced 
by our own efforts. We have been fertile ground 
for egoism, etc., since beginningless time. We 
have surrounded ourselves with vices, and are 
dependent on karma. Nor can these be produced 
by the efforts of others who foster the egoism 
antithetical to the arising of virtues. They are 
also full of vices and under the sway of karma. 

One must have faith that all the soul’s virtues are 
produced by the fully perfect grace of the Lord 
who watches out for inauspiciousness such that 
sins contrary to the arising of virtues are destroyed 
through the grace of the good acarya. [This 
acarya] who initially accepts us out of his 
causeless grace, is a reservoir of these virtues. 

He is ever pleading with the Lord and worrying 
over when we will get these virtues. (SVB 243) 

The Srirangam acaryas stress that living with other Bhagavatas 
of good character is essential for for a prapanna, and will naturally 
enable him to develop the virtues proper to his svarupa One of 
the main characteristics of a Vaisnava, says PiJlai LokacSrya, is 
“living with a good and holy person (paramasdttvika) who has 
wisdom, detachment, and serenity.” (Mumu 116) MagiavajamSmuni 
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explains that living with such a Bhsgavata will cause one to grow 
in these characteristics, (ibid.) The virtues of Bhagavatas and the 
benefits of contact with them are praised in superlatives which 
rival the value of the Vedas and sastras in jnanasttra : 

Even the words of those who love the feet of the 
One who loves the Goddess on the lotus blossom 
must be taken as sruti. Their deeds are a true 
model for Manu’s sastra. Their gracious glances 
are fire for the dense thicket of karma. (JS 40) 

Mapavilamamuni elaborates, saying 

Since the talk they engage in as a pastime is Vedic 
truth, it can be accepted as an authority on par 
with the Veda which is apauru$eya, eternally 
faultless and supremely authoritative. . . . Their 
life history is such a good model for Minava 
sastra—the foremost of dharmasastra which 
expounds proper conduct—that one might wonder 
if what Manu says is based on that [behavior of 

theirs].Their glances entirely remove the 

karma of [the ones they look upon] and cause the 
svarupa to blaze forth. (JS 40) 

Pi]]ai Lokficarya uses an analogy to illustrate how living with 
“favorable ones” who have knowledge, devotion, and aversion to 
worldly pleasures (vairdgya) will allow the soul’s natural virtues 
to develop in anticipation of moksa. 

If water stands full in one field, the neighboring 
field will show seepage. Similarly, for one 
without these [jfiena, bhakti, vairagyaj, his 
deficiency will be removed by contact with them. 

If water is about to begin flowing in a river, 
there will be symptoms indicating it. In the 
same way, as attainment draws near, these special 
characteristics will spontaneously develop. From 
this, one may know that it is his last birth. (&VB 
260-2) 
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The Srirangam acaryas appeal to literary sources and oral 
tradition to substantiate the importance of close contact, obedience, 
and service to other devotees. Citing the Lord’s words and deeds 
in Itihasapurana, the Alvars’ verses, and the examples of former 
acaryas, they maintain that subservience to Bhagavatas regardless 
of their birth or conduct is the ultimate manifestation of the soul’s 
sejatva, and the form of service most pleasing to the Lord. But 
offending Bhagavatas, especially by disparaging their birth, is the 
most heinous offense in the eyes of the Lord, one which may do 
irreparable harm to the soul’s svarupa. The Srirangam acaryas 
claim that se§atva to the Lord, which the Tirumantra declares to 
be the soul’s svarupa, culminates in Bh5gavatase§atva (Mumu 
89,90) Mapavajamamuni says : 

Se$atva to the Lord (bhagavatiesatva) extends 
as far as aesatva to the Lord’s devotees (bhagavata- 
£e$atva) which is its culmination. ... All the 
characteristics stated in the words of the 
Tirumantra—sesatva to no other, having no other 
delight—go so far as to include His devotees. 

(PS 1) 

The Lord himself has declared His love for His devotees and 
demanded that others serve and respect them. The reference 
quoted most often is from the Garuda Purdjxa : 

One in whom the eight kinds of devotion are 
found, even if he is a mleccha, is the best of 
brahmins, a sage, illustrious, an ascetic, a pandit. 

But I do not respect a Vedic scholar who 
worships me without devotion. One who is ever 
devoted to me, even if he is a dogcooker, is one I 
respect He is to be given to and received from; 
indeed he is to be worshipped as Myself. 8 

But offense to His devotees the Lord considers a grave sin. Pillai 
LokacSrya refers to a saying of Nafijlyar that “all the mighty deeds 
the Lord performed’’ through his avatsras show “his intolerance 
of offense to Bhagavatas” ; Narasiifaha, Kf§pa, and Rama all 
incarnated to destroy those who offended the Lord’s devotees. 
(SVB 192) 
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The Srirangam 5caryas see offending Bhagavatas by disparag¬ 
ing their birth as the gravest offense. Manavalamamuni cites 
passages from the epics to substantiate this : 

Those who have devotion to the Lord are not 
sudras ; Bhagavatas are known as brahmins. In 
all varnas, those without devotion to Janardana 
are sudras. 

One who looks upon a devotee of the Lord as a 
sudra, tribesman, or outcaste because that is his 
birth—that man goes to hell. 9 

PiUai Lokacarya declares that investigating theyan'ofanBhagavata 
is worse than thinking of the Lord’s arcdvatara in terms of the 
meterial it is made of, or investigating the genitals of one’s mother. 
(SfVB 196-7) Those who commit such a shameful offense, even 
though they have the birth and external markings of a Vaispavh, 
are not true devotees. They are like burnt cloth which has the form 
and appearance of sturdy cloth, but scatters away when the wind 
blows. (&VB 191) Manavalamamuni explains that in the same 
way, “Those who have the name and form [of Vai§navas] after 
being burnt by offense to Bhagavatas, will be blown away and 
scattered, their substance destroyed by the Lord’s special anger.” 
(ibid.) Puranic incidents are cited to show that one who abuses 
even the lowliest of Bhagavatas is given the most severe punishment; 
becoming an outcaste in deed (karmacaiidala) he will never be able 
to redeem himself. ($VB 198) Manavalamamuni explains : 

Even those of superior birth who are exemplary 
devotees well-versed in the entire Veda with its 
angas, if they abuse the birth, etc. of the 
Srlvai§ijavas who are designated by their 
connection to your feet, O Lord, not some other 
or place but right then and there itself they 
become outcastes. In spite of their superior birth, 
they will fall down so as to be forevermore 
unable to cross over and reach the shore [of 
samsara]. We should note the passage: “A 
master of the Vedas who abuses my devotees who 
are without good conduct, who behave badly, are 
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ignorant or of low birth—he then becomes an 
outcaste (capdttla ™ (AcHr 90 cf. SVB 
199-200) 

“Even without knowledge and good conduct,” PilJai LokacSrya 
says, “relationship with [Bhagavatas] is practically enough for 
attainment [of the Lord] ; but even if one has both, offending 
them is sufficient for loss.” (SfVB 204) 

In Srivacana Bhu$ana, Pi!]ai Lokacarya presents an elaborate 
argument to establish that birth in a lower caste is actually superior 
to birth in a higher caste. Though birth is irrelevant for prapatti 
and for attainment of the Lord, a lower birth is more conducive to 
the subservience and humility appropriate to expressing one’s 
se$atva to other dovotees. But a brahmin birth can be a basis for 
feelings of superiority, pride and egoism, making it difficult to 
foster the proper attitude of subservience and increasing the likeli¬ 
hood of offending a Bhagavata. Therefore, a lowly birth is better. 

Superiority and inferiority of birth and conduct 
are useless for gain or loss [of salvation]. What 
is relevant is relationship or lack of relationship 
with the Lord. One may then ask, “If they have 
relationship to the Lord, are both equal?” [We 
reply :] They are not equal. A birth one imagines 
to be superior gives rise to fear of the possibility 
of falling. . . . Further-more, one has to try to 
keep in mind the humility appropriate to his 
svarupa. A superior birth imagined as inferior 
has none of these faults. Since lowliness is 
attained from birth, this superior birth is best. 

(i SVB 208-10) 

Mapavalamamuni clarifies the last sentence to mean that sub 
servient humility comes naturally for one born in a lower joti, so 
he need make no special effort to keep it in mind, as must one of 
high birth. Therefore “the birth which excells by being in accord 
withse$atva is superior to a birth not in accord with it.” (SVB2\0) 
PiUai Lok§carya adds that in worldly matters, superiority comes 
from egoism ; but in spiritual matters, superiority is from lack of 
egoism. (SVB 241) Though Brahma ranks highest among beings in 
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samsSra, he cannot attain the Lord as did Cintayanti, the simple 
and ignorant gopi (in Visnu Pur ana). (SVB 242) For this reason, 
ManavaJamSmuni says, the Alvars such as Kulasekhara “disdained 
births which are a basis for egoism and desired births devoid of 
it,” longing to be lowly plants and animals near the Lord and his 
devotees rather than kings and gods, (ibid.) 

Manavajamamuni relates how those of higher birth, with a 
tendency to egoism, can benefit from worshipping a Bhagavata of 
lower birth : 

In order to purify their own svarupas which are 
polluted by pride, they should give him knowledge 
if he is in need of it. . . . He should be worshiped 
as one’s family deity, equal to the Lord .... 

From the statement “His foot washing water is 
holy tirtha, his leftovers purifying,” - the Lord 
revealed that the water in which his feet are 
washed is excellent tirtha, his leftover food is the 
best purifier. Therefore, if those who are unclean 
and drunk with egoism partake of this tirtha or 
prasada, their svarupas will be purified. (AcHy 85) 

For this reason, PiJJai Lokacarya compares contact with these 
people to touching pure gold. ManavaJamSmuni explains that just 
as the mere touch of an alchemist’s gold turns iron into gold, 
“Relationship with those who are distinguished by loving humility, 
etc. attained from birth will get rid of the faults coming from an 
inferior [that is, brahmin] birth and make one as distinguished as 
they are.” (S^FR 221) 

Manavajamamuni refers to incidents in the epics, purSpas, 
and lives of the Alvars and acSryas, as well as numerous quotes 
from the Nalayira Divya Prabandham to support this doctrine. 
Rama accepted Guha, a hunter, as a brother and did the funeral 
rites of a son for Jatayus. When a Brahmin devotee offended 
Tiruppan Alvar, an outcaste, the Lord commanded him to carry 
the Alvar into the temple on his shoulders. Ramanuja and 
NampiUai are said to have routinely used the touch of non¬ 
brahmin Bhagavatas to purify their bodies for rituals. ( AcHy 85) 
NammSlvar says, "Those who have the greatness of enjoying the 
Lord of the milk ocean, no matter what birth they take up, they 
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are the masters who rule me.” (TVM 3.7.1) NammalvJr declares 
he will worship “even those in the Kumpi hell, if they praise [the 
Lord]” (TVM 3.7.8) and “even those who are outcastes among 
outcastes.” (TVM 3.7.9) “After joining the feet of His devotees, 
if one with such cruel karma as I should obtain the grandeur of the 
three worlds, how could I even think of leaving them?” (TVM 
8.10.1) Kulasekhara Alvar says, “If I get to bathe in the dust of 
the feet of His devotees, what need is there to immerse myself in 
the waters of the Ganga ?” 11 

C. VEDANTA DESIKA : 

1. SERVICE, THE & ASTRAS, AND ATONEMENTS 

Desika emphasizes that the prapanna’s service, like bhaktiyoga 
and prapatti, should be done with the attitude of pure renunciation 
(sattvikatyaga), the three-fold renunciation of agency, attachment 
and results taught in the Bhagavad Gita (RTS 25 : pp. 769-70) 
However, unlike bhaktiyoga and prapatti, the prapanna’s service 
has no connection with the means (upaya) for his salvation. His 
service is part of the upeya or goal, performed for its won sake or 
with no other aim than to please the Lord by following His 
commands. Kaihkarya is to be done 

for the purpose of the Lord’s pleasure, without 
desiring even moksa as a reward for the pleasure 
rendered. Recognizing that mok$a has been 
gained by the grace ( prasada ) of the supremely 
merciful One which arose because of his previous 
prapatti, he performs [this service] just as a mukta 
serves [to please the Lord] and like a healthy 
person drinks milk [as its own delight]. This 
must be taken to be the culmination of 
sattvikatyaga. (RTS 25 : p. 769, See also RTS 
15 : pp. 468-9) 

The prapanna’s service “should stand free of the weeds of 
delusions that flaw other goals, such as thinking one’s kartftva and 
bhoktftva to be independent and for one’s own purpose.” 12 
Desika does not deny that this service is also pleasing to the soul 
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who is by nature a bhokta. Such service ‘'in accord with his 
svarupa, is its own end because it is extremely sweet, like the course 
of service of the mukta.” ( RTS 15 : p. 449) But when prapanna 
serves with the Lord’s pleasure as the primary aim, his own 
enjoyment and the promotion of his own sesatva are secondary 
results. ( RTS 16 : p, 480) The prapanna who has “done what 
should be done (kftakrtya)" and is confident of his state is not 
concerned with wordly aims and desires. He “remains for the 
time he has his body like those who retain a small piece of the land 
they have sold oflf to live on—in one way detached and in one way 
connected.” {RTS 15 : pp. 448-9) 

The service he performs as a pastime for the rest of this life, 
“is both a cause and effect of the Lord’s pleasure ; it is continuos 
with the latter service he will do after moksa,” (ibid.) The 
difference is that the nityasuris and muktas in Vaikuptha can 
perceive the Lord’s mind directly, and know immediately how to 
please Him. But in this world, the sastras are the only guide for 
knowing what service will please the Lord and how to keep from 
offending him. If his service angers the Lord “by defiance of the 
sastras, it ends in his own ruin.” ( RTS 16 : p. 480) 

Desika raises the issue of the relative priority of the the soul’s 
loving desire versus the sastra in motivating the sesa’s service in 
this life : 

It may be asked whether the kainkarya that he 
does to the Lord and Bhagavatas because of the 
relationship of sesatva is from desire with regard 
to the sastras, or from desire regardless of the 
sastras. [We reply : ] Since one existing in this 
great world which gives darkness needs the 
sastras as a hand-lamp, [service] must be 
according to sastra and according to one’s desire 
among options permitted by the sastras. {RTS 
17 : p. 499) 

He explains a sloka from Yamuna’s Giidrtha Sangraha to mean 
that while the love which is a function of his subservience provides 
the inspiration behind doing service, love does not make the 
guidance of the sastric dharmas violate the prapanna’s status as one 
who has no other means or purpose than the Lord. 
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"Doing his own karma, etc., up to and including 
bhakti, performed only out of love, renouncing 
upayatva, he should surrender himselfto the Lord 
and not fear.” 18 . . . The statement, “performed 
only out of love” does not mean that the sastras 
are not necessary. Here, the essential meaning 
points to the extremely inspirational quality of 
love which arises to the se$a because of the fact 
that his service, which has to be known only by 
means of the sastra, gives rise to the Lord’s 
pleasure. .. . When this sloka is interpreted to 
apply to those established in independent 
prapatti, the main import is that even though all 
the services he does according to [sastric] 
commands and permissions do not stary from the 
course of bhaktiyoga, he does not do them as 
upayas for any other purpose such as svarga or 
mok$a, but only for the pleasure of the Lord. In 
this way he does not violate his state of having 
no other upaya or no other purpose, (ananyo- 
payutva, ananyaprayojanatva) ( RTS 29 : p. 1058) 

The following passage sets up as the purvapakfa a position 
which the Srirangam acaryas come close to implying : that service 
ought to be motivated primarily by the love and subservience 
coming from the soul’s essential nature, and not by the dictates of 
sastra. 

[Purvapak$in:] In this connection, some people 
have said, “For the discriminating individual 
who has surrendered all his responsibilities to the 
Lord, isn’t the guiding principle for distinguish¬ 
ing what is to be accepted and rejected only the 
knowledge of his svarupa ? Since he is controlled 
only by his svarupa in this way, how can he be 
controlled by the sastra apart from that ?” 

He makes it clear that the sastra ought to have priority in guiding 
service, for neither love nor sejatva is a sufficient guide to service 
apart from the sastras. 
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[Siddhantin :] This is unreasonable. First one 
has to decide what one’s svarupa is by means of 
the sastras. But until one is released, there is no 
way other than the sastra to distinguish clearly 
what goals and means are to be rejected for one 
having such a svarupa, and what goals and 
means are to be accepted. From the se§atva, etc. 
in one’s svarupa one can know what is generally 
appropriate, but knowledge of the svarupa does 
not directly stipulate “this is the method of 
service pleasing to the S5e§i, these are the means 
for performing this service, etc.” Such being the 
case, what if he were to disregard the sastra and 
use prohibited things, or things dishonestly 
obtained even if they are enjoined, according to 
his own whim ? What if he were to conduct 
service in a method contrary to sastra? Then 
there would be no difference between service and 
offense ! (upacetra, apacora) Since there would 
be no rule other than one’s own desire, it might 
result that one would do all the things prohibited 
for mumuksus as service ! . . . Therefore, as one 
under sastric jurisdiction, it is proper for his 
qualification to do service within the confines of 
sastra, as stated [in the Gita ] : “Therefore, 
sastra is the authority for you in differentiating 
what is to be done and what should not be done. 
Knowing the statements of the sastra’s commands, 
you should do action in the world.” (BhG 15.24) 

This is an instruction applicable to all adhikaris. 

(RTS 29 : p. 1058) 

According to Desika, the prapanna’s kaifikarya is of two 
kinds : 1) obligatory services, which must be performed in order 

to avoid an offense which earns the Lord’s displeasure, and 
2) optional services which may be done at one’s desire. In making 
this distinction, Desika is clearly giving first priority to the Gastric 
karmas. All the daily and occasional (nitya, naimittika) rites 
enjoined in the sastras according to varpa, asrama, etc. are 
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obligatory. They cannot be omitted except in extreme emergencies 
without incurring the Lord’s anger. Most temple services (sweep¬ 
ing, lighting lamps, chanting, offering garlands, etc.) are in the 
optional category, and may be done when time permits to heighten 
the Lord’s pleasure. Though they are delightful in themselves, no 
offense is incurred if they are omitted. 14 

Thus Desika’s position directly conflicts with AcOrya Hjdaya 's 
argument that sastric karmas are inferior and might be dropped 
in favor of service to the arcCvattlra because they are 1) addressed 
to the Lord only indirectly, through the minor deities and 
2) because varnasramadharma is stipulated according to the 
conditional body rather than the eternal svarupa. ( AcHj 26, 31) 
In several passages in RahasyatrayasOra, Desika defends var^S- 
aramadharmas against these accusations. 

When the king’s attendants put a garland or 
jewel on his garment, its purpose is the pleasure 
of the king, not connection with the garment . . . 
Similarly, [the discriminating prapanna] sees that 
the various words [addressing the gods, in 
obligatory rites] do not adhere to the other gods, 
ancestors, etc. who are [the Lord’s] garments, but 
relate to the Lord. ( RTS 13 : pp. 428-9) 

Desika argues that the Lord himself is the soul and inner controller 
(antaryami) of the other gods who constitute His body or attri¬ 
butes, and He himself has enjoined this worship as pleasing to 
Him. Therefore, he concludes, references to other deities in the 
nityanaimittika rites do not compromise the prapanna’s one- 
pointed devotion to the Lord as his sole upSya and upeya. (RTS 
24 : p. 707) 

Furthermore, Desika sees no grounds for disparaging varpa- 
sramadharmas as conditional and contrary to the soul’s true 
nature just because they are stipulated according to one’s body of 
birth, etc. 

Even if one indeed knows that there is no such 
thing as var^airama in the svarupa, one is [still] 
attached to a body characterized by brahmin- 
hood, etc., based on particular [past] karmas. 

One must provide for the removal of hunger and 
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thirst which are based merely on this same 
attachment to the body. In the same way, until 
that body is relinquished, it is not possible to 
give up those dharmas . . . which the sastras 
enjoin according to one’s respective var$a, 

8srama, and capacity. {RTS 24 : p. 704) 

Therefore, until he relinquishes his body which is 
characterized by brahminhood, etc, the prapanna 
is to follow the commands of the Lord specified 
according to his particular jati, etc. {RTS 25 : 
p. 766) 

Citing the example of Ramanuja, who struggled to perform the 
evening and morning worship even as he lay on his deathbed, he 
concludes by declaring the priority of varpasramadharmas over 
temple service : 

Therefore, calling varpasramadharmas condi¬ 
tional (aupadhika) and abandoning them is 
contrary to previous practice. If one relinquishes 
them in this way, one would also have to give up 
such [temple services] as making of garlands, 
lighting lamps etc. ; for these are impossible to 
do without the adjuncts or conditions (upadhi) 
of the body and sense organs. If one desires to 
perform these [temple services], one cannot relin¬ 
quish the purificatory rites and sariiskaras which 
produce fitness for these. {RTS 29 : p. 1066) 

Therefore, out of desire to serve the Lord, out of concern to 
protect other soul’s and maintain the social order, and out of fear 
of offending the Lord, the prapanna should follow all sSstric rules 
for his particular qualification as meticulously as the bhaktiyogin. 

There is no difference between the updsaka 
(bhaktiyogin) and the prapanna when it comes 
to avoiding what is prohibited based on [his 
particular] condition, varpa, drama , jati, gotra, 
ancestry, carapa [Vedic school], family, locality, 
time, situation, character, and occasion. {RTS 
25 : p. 782) 
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He cites a passage of the Lakfmi Tantra to show that the prapanna 
is bound to follow the sSstra and keep from offending the Lord by 
disobeying His commands : 

The fact that [the prapanna] is under the rule of 
the sastra is well known from the chapter on 
prapatti : “In order not to disrupt dharma, to 
protect the family, maintain the world and 
establish norms, to please me and Vi$$u, the God 
of gods and wielder of the discus, a man should 
not transgress Vedic law even in thought.” (LT 
17.94-6) Immediately following, it declares that 
to fail in this amounts to peril : "Even if he is 
favored by the king, and even if he does it 
negligently, anyone who destroys a river the king 
has created, which is useful to the public, 
delightful, and beneficial to crops, will be impaled 
on a stake. Therefore, a man who transgresses 
the code laid down in the Veda, even if loved, 
will no more be dear to me, for he has disobeyed 
my command.” (IT 17.96-8) (RTS 17: pp. 507-8) 

Deaika considers it unlikely that a prapanna who recognizes 
his segatva would deliberately offend the Lord by defying sSstra. 

For this adhikari whose nature is se$atva to the 
Lord and whose sole delight is service regulated 
by the sastras, the subsequent occurrence of 
deliberate offenses in the absence of calamity is 
generally unlikely, for these are contrary to the 
office of service he has taken up. (RTS 18 : 
p. 515) 

But subsequent sin is still possible, and the sastras have stipulated 
the consequences. For the prapanna, slight offenses which come 
about “by the force of certain prttrabdha karmas, either accident¬ 
ally, as a result of adverse time, place or circumstances, or in the 
state of deep sleep, etc.—these will pass away without stain.” 
(RTS 18 : p. 615) Forgiveness for such non-deliberate sins is 
granted with one’s original surrender, and included in the Lord’s 
vow to release him from all sin. But for the deliberate sin of a 
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prapanna, the atonement (prayaicitta) is to seek forgiveness by 
doing prapatti again, as stated in the Lak$mi Tantra. Otherwise, 
the Lord’s displeasure at such an offense will result in some 
disciplinary punishment for him to experience before the end of 
this life. 

This punishment is much lighter for a prapanna than for a 
bhaktiyogin or for an ordinary man. Also, for the prapanna there 
is no danger of losing moksa at the end of this life. This special 
treatment is a result of the Lord’s grace won by one’s original 
prapatti. Desika argues that it is proper that “atonement” like 
other sastric dharmas, “varies according to qualification.” 
(RTS 25: p. 782) 

It is agreed by all that the same offense will have 
different consequences—heavy or light—due to 
differences in birth, qualities, and status. This 
truth is substantiated in wordly practice, as for 
example in the case of offense by the king’s son. 

There is no servere punishment in the case of 
deliberate sin, as there world be before [prapatti]. 

Instead, there is light punishment for the prapanna 
just as for the offense of the king’s son. But in 
order to prevent even this light punishment in 
accord with his qualification from occurring, 
another prapatti is enjoined [as a prayaicitta]. In 
addition, for those who are capable and renowned 
for their learning, for the purpose of lokasahgraha, 
in the case of well-known [transgressions] there 
should be public atonement, according to their 
ability. ( RTS 18 : pp. 527-9) 

When, by the force of particular karmas some 
[prapanna] obstinately refuses to seek forgiveness, 
he does not go to the realm of Yama, but on the 
principle of “the need for the blow of an axe is 
met by the prick of a thorn,” the Lord uses some 
device to prick him—making him one-eyed or 
lame, etc.. . . Since [the Lord’s] anger has been 
pacified by His forbearance, love, generosity and 
affection, He gives the loss of an eye, as 
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experienced by the crow [who pecked Sita’s 
breast in the Ramdyapa ] for sins which should be 
severely punished. Thereby He indeed protects 
these devotees. . . . When He causes those of 
gentle nature to seek forgiveness as well as when 
He renders some special disciplinary punishment 
for those of hard-hearted nature, these different 
methods of forgiveness are a result of their 
previous prapatti. ( RTS 18 : pp. 518-21) 16 

Desika objects to any interpretation of sarvapdpebhyo 
mokfayisyami that includes future deliberate sins. This exag¬ 
gerates the Lord’s forgiveness threatens the meaningfulness of 
sastric commands, and specifically contradicts the Lak$mi Tantra's 
explicit injunction of repeated prapatti as the prdyaicitta for the 
offense of a prapanna. 

Since it is stated : “In the case of an olfenese,the 
attonement here is that he should do prapatti 
again,” (LR 17.92-3) it is impossible to say that 
subsequent deliberate sin will not arouse the 
Lord’s will to punish. It cannot be said that if 
the will to punish does arise in One who is all- 
powerful, it would not bear fruit even if he did 
not seek forgiveness ( RTS 25 : pp. 782-3) 

Even though there is the general statement “sarva- 
pdpehhyo moksayisydmi [there is] the specific 
statement that atonement here is that he should 
do prapatti again.” {LT 17.93) . . . You can’t 
rely on the extent of a general statement to 
invalidate a specific statement. ( RTS 18 : 
pp. 524-5) 

He declares that there is no authority allowing prapatti to be done 
to cover future deliberate sins ; if there were, the injunction of 
prSyascitta would be rendered meaningless, (ibid.) 

Even though failing to seek forgiveness for subsequent 
deliberate sin will not jeopardize the prapanna’s release from 
sathsara and attainment of the Lord at the end of this life, it could 
extend his lifetime and postpone mok§a until the punishments for 
such offenses can be fully experienced. 
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Deliberate sins, like the sinful part of prCrabdha 
karma, will bear results when atonement is not 
done. However, it is not proper to doubt, 
thinking that the prapatti that has been performed 
might not yield moksa. Once asafoetida has been 
applied to tree, there is only a difference in the 
time it takes for it to wither—due to particular 
conditions, etc. Here, too, for [prapannas] it is 
only a question of whether the complete cessation 
of saihsara will be delayed or not. Even though 
he can expect to get mokja at the end of this life, 
one whose lifespan is not fixed, though he is 
unwilling to bear delay, will experience a delay 
due to an increase of his lifespan. For one whose 
lifespan is fixed, [such offenses] will surely bear 
fruit within his remaining lifetime. ( RTS 18 : 
pp. 521-2) 

However, according to Desika there are ways to avoid possible 
future sins, punishments and delays. One’s original prapatti can 
be done specifying the time of mok$a desired, As stated above, 
one whose lifetime is thus fixed will experience all results of his 
deliberate sins within that time. There is a better solution yet. 
Though prapatti cannot remove future deliberate sin, one can 
perform prapatti for the destruction of prUrabdha karmas (those 
which have begun to yield results) which are the cause of all 
subsequent deliberate sin for the prapanna. Once these are removed, 
Desika claims it is possible to do all activities for the rest of one’s 
lifetime without ever deliberately offending the Lord. (RTS 25 : 
p. 785) Desika highly recommends this method : 

One who does not perform prapatti out of fear of 
evil which can instigate deliberate sins and request 
that these also be removed—he lives with prakrti 
“as if crowded into a hut with a serpent.” Since 
his virtues (atmaguyas) are not yet perfected . .. 
some [deed] inconsistent with his status may 
befall him, even intentionally, (RTS 18: 
p. 613) 
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Therefore, if one fears deliberate sin in the 
future, it is appropriate for him to do atonement 
in the form of prapatti for the prOrabdha sins 
which are the cause of such sin. . . . Then even 
deliberate sins won’t arise. (RTS 18 : pp. 530-1) 

Both the Srirangam and Kanchi acaryas recognize that 
prapatti is superior to bhaktiyoga in being able to remove even 
prOrabdha karmas. An arta or pained prapanna who cannot bear 
any delay in reaching the Lord can attain mok§a at the moment of 
his prapatti, without having to wait for the exhaustion of his 
prarabdha karmas. A drpta or bold prapanna who can bear delay 
will attain moksa when all karmas that have already begun to yield 
their fruit become exhausted. 16 But Desika allows that prapatti 
can be done specifying a particular time of mok$a and/or specify¬ 
ing the immediate forgiveness of certain kinds of prarabdha karmas 
which might possibly make for a delay. 

Thus, for one who has done bharanyasa to the 
all-powerful and supremely generous [Lord] 
there is no reason for delay in the goal other 
than one’s own particular desire. The removal 
of prOrabdha karmas is the specialty of this 
nyasavidya [prapatti]. (RTS 29 : p. 1098) 

Vedanta Desika does not interpret the Lak$mi Tantra's state¬ 
ment that prapatti is to be done once and for all as strictly as do 
the Srirangam acaryas (LT 17:92) He takes it to mean that it is 
not proper to do prapatti twice for the very same purpose, for this 
would show a lack of faith—one of prapatti’s angas. (RTS 29 : 
p. 1131) But the injunction to do prapatti again as an atonement 
for future deliberate sin must be honored. Against the Srirangam 
acaryas’ view that one need only remember one’s previous prapatti 
in the event of any subsequent offence, he says : 

The prescription of remembrance of prapatti for 
sin is limited to the case of unintentional sin, 
since this reminds one that one’s original prapatti 
forgives unintentional sin. But repeated prapatti 
is necessary in the case of deliberate sins. (RTS 
25 : p. 785) 
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He specifies several other conditions under which another 
prapatti can be done. As long as the goal of any future prapatti 
does not obstruct mok§a and is in keeping with the prapanna’s 
status as a sesa who delights only in serving the Lord, then it is 
acceptable. One can do prapatti to request another aspect of the 
goal not requested in one’s first prapatti—for example, the removal 
of prarabdha karmas or release at a specified time. ( RTS 24 : 
p. 723) One may request greater devotion and knowledge of the 
truth in order better serve the Lord or His devotees. Or one may 
do prapatti to increase the prosperity of the Lord or His devotees. 
In all these cases, Desika says, “the performance of another 
prapatti is not in conflict with the self-sufficiency (nairapeksya) of 
the prapatti that was previously performed. 17 Desika even allows 
that kamya karmas—which are among the upayas relinquished for 
a prapanna—can be done with impunity for “increase of devotion 
and knowledge of the truth, or for the welfare of the Lord and His 
devotees.” 18 

Similarly, Desika considers it quite proper for the prapanna 
to seek to develop the virtues appropriate to his true nature, and to 
foster his knowledge and devotion through study of the scripture 
and consultation with wise acaryas. (RTS 15 : pp. 461-2) This 
activity is commendable as long as it is compatible with his goal of 
mok$a, and done in the spirit of humility appropriate to his status. 
(RTS 15 : pp. 462-3) Desika even seems to allow for the 
performance of deliberate meritorious deeds by the prapanna in the 
spirit of sattvikatyaga, if they are not in conflict with his status. 
They will normally yield their results within this lifetime. (Those 
done for lokasangraha or only to please the Lord, of course, yield 
results immediately.) 

Desika advances a rather curious doctrine which accounts for 
any subsequent deliberate merits or sins that may not get a chance 
to produce their results before one’s time of mok§a : merits will be 
transferred to one’s friends and sins will be transferred to one’s 
foes. (He claims that this is based on sruti, but does not give 
specific citations.) (RTS 29 : p. 1134) He defends this scheme by 
arguing that Lord’s anger or favor toward one who offends or 
serves another is proportional to the favor and disfavor he has for 
the one offended. Transferring merits and sins in this way is in 
keeping with the Lord’s position as the judge of karma and 
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demonstrates “the extremes of pleasure and anger that arise from 
serving or offending a jnani who is very dear to the Lord.” (ibid.) 

2. THE SASTRAS AND SERVICE TO BHAGAVATAS 

Like the Srirangam acaryas, Vedanta Desika affirms that the 
soul’s sesatva to the Lord (bhagavatie$atva) , as taught in the 
Tirumantra, culminates in sesatva to His devotees (bhagavata- 
4e$atva). The se§a’s proper role is to contribute to the excellence 
of the Sesi by acting in accord with the sastras which reveal the 
Lord’s will. An examination of scripture shows that “service to 
Bhagavatas, above all else, is highly desired by the Lord.” (RTS 
16 : pp. 478-80) He cites some of the same passages from Garutfa 
Purapa and the Mahdbharata that Manav5[amamuni quotes (in 
AcHr 85, SVB 226) to illustrate this principle. (RTS 16 : 
pp. 481-2) For even more authoritative substantiation he appeals 
to the Lord’s words in the Bhagavad Gita and to Ramanuja’s 
doctrine of the soul as the &e$a, prakdra, and body of the Lord. 

The Lord who has His devotees as His body, is 
to be worshipped . . . [He is] the prakari, over¬ 
come with love for those who are solely devoted 
to Him, as stated [in the Gita ] "He is dear to 
me” and “I think of the jhani as my self.” (BhG 
7.17-18) The Lord loves service to Bhagavatas 
as service toward His aspect as [the souls’] inner 
controller. Not only is [this service] highly 
loved by the 3esi, it manifests an indirect form 
of se§atva. The position of the supreme Lord, 
united with Sri, as Se§l (ie$itva) should be 
[manifest] indirectly through the devotees whom 
He holds as His self. An autonomous king who 
sports at his will may put the jewels he has worn 
and garlands that have been placed on him on 
the necks of his servants, elephants, and horses. 

... In the same way, subservience (Sesatva) to 
the Lord, which means being ready for appoint¬ 
ment and use as the Lord desires out of utter 
dependence, extends to include subservience to 
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His devotees, which is likewise coeternal with the 
soul [as is se§atva to the Lord], ( RTS 16 : 
pp. 485-6) 

In this way, Desika says, service to Bhagavatas is a corollary 
of the seijatva which is coeternal and natural to the soul’s svarupa; 
it is not something conditional or superimposed ( RTS 16 : p. 490) 
It is in accord with the soul’s one-pointed devotion and sole 
se$atva to the Lord, “like the duty of a chaste wife,” since it 
follows the Lord’s will. CRTS’16: p.489) Indeed, like the 
Srirangam acaryas, he calls service to Bhagavatas the culmination 
of the goal (puru$arthakdstha). In serving other Bhagavatas there 
is a mutual sesa-sesi relationship between two sesas, where they 
each take turns honoring and glorifying the other. 19 This is 
appropriate to the subservient soul because it pleases and glorifies 
the Lord who has ordained it : 

Out of His delight in regulating both of them as 
mutual sesa and sesi in this way, The Lord mani¬ 
fests His lordliness and enjoyment (bhoktftva). 

Since it is clear that all the segatva and servitude 
which come to a soul by this method is subservient 
to the enjoyment of the Lord, both of them 
thereby faultlessly attain the pinnacle of their 
goal (RTS 16 : p. 492) 

Just as service to His Bhagavatas is most pleasing to the Lord, 
says Desika, offense to Bhagavatas most angers Him : "Among 
all things which demand atonement, the foremost is offense to 
Bhagavatas, like offense to the king’s wives.” ( RTS 18 : p. 535) 
He points out that Ramanuja mentioned the severity of offense to 
“knowers of Brahman” in his S'ribhasya. (SB 3.4.51, RTS 1 ibid.) 

But Desika makes it clear that the service which the prapanna 
does must be performed within the limits defined by sastric regula¬ 
tions of varijasramadharma. (RTS 15 : p. 475) Scriptural passages 
which praise sudra devotees as brahmins and call brahmin non¬ 
devotees sudras are not to be interpreted to mean that there is no 
distinction of varga or jati amoDg devotees of the Lord. These 
statements are meant to praise the “mental goodness” of sudras 
devoted to the Lord. (RTS 25 : p. 755) Taking them too literally, 
“when they really only mean praise or blame in this context, will 
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make havoc out of all rules of propriety.” ( RTS 25 : p. 742) The 
central message of such statements is that devotees of the Lord, of 
whatever var$a or jati, are to be respected far above non-devotees 
of the same class. Their status as Bhagavatas gives them a kind of 
“mental brahminhood.” (RTS 25 : p. 741) Furthermore, these 
statements imply that all devotees are to serve each other to the 
best of their ability and to the extent the sastras permit. (RTS 18: 
p. 536) But these passages do not invalidate the rules of conduct 
stipulated by the sastras according to bodily brahminhood, 
sudrahood, etc. 27 He invokes the Bhagavad Gita (9.32, 18.45-46) 
to substantiate that the Lord has 

clearly declared that the jati stipulated for a 
Bhagavata is the same as before, and that his 
particular conduct is to be in accord with this 
[jati] .... Thus, even though the quality of 
being a Bhagavata and the particular goal [of 
service] which results from this are held in 
common [by Bhagavatas of all births], one’s 
particular jati and mode of conduct are still 
permanently stipulated. (RTS 25 : p. 753) 

According to Desika, scripture and reason declare unanimously 
that the distinctions of varna and jati and the rules of conduct the 
sastras prescribe accordingly are still fully valid among Bhagavatas. 
“Isn’t the holy Surabhi [Kamadhenu, the heavenly cow] still a 
cow?” he asks. (RTS 25 : p. 741) In the same way, a sudra 
devotee is still a sudra, and a brahmin devotee a brahmin ; though 
they are to be respected far above sudras or brahmins who are not 
dear to the Lord, even among each other they are still to observe 
the sastric rules of conduct stipulated for them in order to keep 
from offending the Lord. In the following passage, Desika clearly 
explains his doctrine of the limits of bbagavatase$atva, and 
appeals to the authority of the teaching of his own guru, Kitampi 
AppiJJar, on this issue. 

[As for the statement : ] “Those who have 
devotion to the Lord are not sudras ; Bhagavatas 
are known as brahmins. In all var^as, those 
without devotion to Janardana are sudras.” 20 
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Because of the presence or absence of the special 
quality of devotion to the Lord, those of inferior 
jati have been referred to using words applicable 
to those of superior jati, and those of a superior 
jati have been referred to using words applicable 
to those of inferior jati. Based on this, those of 
weak knowledge have thought that all devotees of 
the Lord are of the same jati. We reply that this is 
contrary to all the sastras giving rules of behavior 
dictating how a brahmin Bhagavata behaves, how 
a sudra Bhagavata behaves, etc. Kitampi 
AppiJlar has revealed that the boundaries which 
exist between a mere brahmin and a mere sudra 
have to be accepted for the brahmin Bhagavata 
and the sudra Bhagavata also. Furthermore, [he 
taught that] all the sastric statements saying that 
they are equal are only made because of their 
equality with regard to the supreme goal, etc... . 

If one deficient in birth and conduct has 
connection with the Lord, one who possesses 
[good birth and conduct] must refrain from 
thinking of of him as lowly. Such is the power 
of the Lord. But as to whether there is exchange 
of women [in marriage] with them, etc., we 
conclude that such [behavior] is determined by 
jati; praise is determined by virtue. (RTS 25: 
pp. 738-9) 

In one passage, Desika defends the validity of the sistric 
hierarchy of varna and jati against Pi]]ai Lokacarya’s exaggerated 
claim that a lower birth is superior because it is more conducive to 
sesatva and less prone to egoism. (S’ VB 208-10, 241-2) He points 
out that either bodily or mental brahminhood can be a basis for 
pride, and therfore injurious. If either bodily or mental inferiority 
fostered helplessness and provoked one to resort to the Lord, it 
would be praiseworthy. (RTS 25, p. 756) Thus he argues that 
lower births are not particularly conducive to realizing the Lord, 
nor are higher births obstructive to the soul’s nature. 
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Desika takes up the problem posed by hyperbolic statements 
praising the virtues of BhSgavatas and the benefits of contact with 
them which have been made in scripture and by other acaryas. 
When their words are said to be as authoritative as mantras this 
only means that their discourse on religious topics is to be 
contemplated like the Tirumantra. It does not mean that their 
ordinary conversation can be uttered like japa. (RTS 25 : p. 764-5) 
When their acts are said to be as authoritative as sastra it does not 
mean that they do not have to pay attention to the sastras; if they 
commit any act contray to those sastras, they will also have to do 
atonement to avert the Lord’s punishment. (RTS 25 : pp. 759-60) 
Statements praising the purificatory powers of their touch, foot¬ 
washing water, and leftover food must be interpreted as applying 
only to specific ceremonial occasions which are authorized by 
sastra. Desska takes great cere to explain these in detail. (RTS 25 : 
pp. 763-7) 

If this kind of discrimination of meaning is not 
made, it would result in conflict with many widely 
accepted sastras and with the conduct of learned 
men. Therefore, these [statements] are certainly 
exaggerations. It is clearly understood from 
studying the conduct of the supreme acaryas up 
to their last days—Nathamuni, Yamuna, 
Ramanuja, etc.—that the sastric regulations do 
not diminish even among the foremost devotees. 

(RTS 25 : pp. 767-8) 

It is not proper, says Desika, to interpret incidents in Itihasa- 
pura^a or in the lives of the Alvars as normative. Sastra is to be 
the primary guide to conduct. 

It is not appropriate to make the particular deeds 
of the Alvars . . . into examples for our 
performance. Yet even so, if we examine their 
behavior, we find no transgression of the rules of 
their own jati. 41 (RTS 25: p. 748) 

As for epic and puragic incidents which apparently conflict with 
aistra, he claims that “some people, unable to grasp the essential 
meaning of these various anecdotes, have exaggerated the tumultous 
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sport of the Lord of Lak§mi in the kaliyuga.” (RTS 29: pp. 1066-7) 
In order to preserve sastra.such incidents must be taken as exceptions: 

It is not possible to apply them as a rule for other 
individuals, Otherwsie, the whole world would 
be misled by the fact that the five Pagijavas—who 
were superior in dharma—took a wife in common 
due to special exigencies. Therefore, it is proper 
[for every prapanna] to do service to the Lord 
according to his qualification, by the method 
approved for his particular jati, without anyone’s 
relinquishing his specific jati. ( RTS 25 : p. 746) 
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Lord) speak of riding the matal out of their desperation at 
being separated from the Lord. 
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through the acarya’s love, presented in Chapter Seven. 
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other they offended each other. (RTS 25 : pp. 785-6) Garuda 
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18 : p. 533) 

16. Two passages in his jMnasara commentary show that 
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RTS 24: p. 718, citing the RamOyapa verse from which the 
terminology for this distinction is taken. When Vibhlja^a 
sought refuge with Rama, R5ma declared “One who seeks 
refuge, be he pained or bold (“arto v§ yadi va djptah”) 
ought to be protected by those who know the sastras, even if 
he is an enemy.” (Ra 6.12.25) 

17. Rahasya Ratnavali Hrdaya, AR p. 127. 

18. Rahasyatraya Culaka, AR p. 232. 

19. His Sarapagati Dipika (v. 35, SVD p. 102) portrays this 
reciprocal se§a-sesi relationship in terms of mutual “buying 
and selling.” 

20. Mbh 14, App.4, 3373. 

21. It would be interesting to see how Desika interprets the 
incident where Tiruppan Alvar, an outcaste, was carried into 
the temple on the shoulders of a brahmin who offended him. 
No study of Desika’s short Tamil work, Munivahanabhogam, 
dealing with this very incident, is available. 
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THE LORD'S MERCY AND AUTONOMY IN SALVATION 

A. INTRODUCTION 

The foregoing chapters have dealt largely with the soul’s 
nature and his proper responsibilities in salvation. These next 
two chapters will focus on the nature and role of the other person 
who participate in the process of salvation—the Lord, the Goddess 
gri, and the acarya. One aspect of Lord’s nature and role in 
salvation has been covered in the discussion of prapatti’s upayatva s 
Here we will address two additional areas of dispute regarding the 
conception of the Divine nature, both of which are closely related 
to the doctrines discussed in the previous two chapters. The first 
such dispute, over the interpretation of the Lord’s merciful 
accessibility, is related to the differences between Manavalamamuni 
and Vedanta Desika concerning forgiveness and atonement in the 
life of the prapanna (Chapter Five). The second area of dispute, 
regarding the interpretation of the Lord’s supreme autonomy, stems 
from the central issue in prapatti’s upayatva (Chapter Four) : the 
Srirangam acaryas emphasize the Lord’s sole agency and instru¬ 
mentality in salvation while the Kanchi acaryas insist that the soul 
makes a necessary and active contribution toward his own salvation. 

The interpretation and reconciliation of the Lord’s mercy and 
autonomy are problems basic to Srirvai§nava theology. In his 
Theology of Ramanuja, John Carman has shown that a dynamic 
polarity between God’s supremacy and accessibility is a funda¬ 
mental force underlying and enlivening Ramanuja’s conception of 
the Deity. Carman points out that the description of the Lord 
and His qualities in the introduction to Ramanuja’s Gita Bhatya 
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brings out the paradoxical harmony between the Lord’s supreme 
perfection and grandeur and His desire to reveal Himself to His 
creatures, commune with them, and uplift them, i Ramanuja’s 
followers and interpreters have used the word paratva, supremacy, 
and saulabhya, accessibility, to indicate these two aspects of the 
Lord s nature. Paratva and saulabhya are not just qualities, but 
categories—two poles of the Divine nature around which His 
infinite auspicious qualities can be grouped. 2 Carman says that 
Ramanuja sees this polarity as an equilibrium. But in the writings 
of the later acSryas the contrast and potential antithesis between 
the Lord’s paratva and saulabhya is made more explicit. It is no 
accident that this development correlates with the increasing 
attention that the later grivaispava acaryas give to soteriological 
issues. For the problem of salvation, from the theological 
perspective, is how to reconcile the Lord’s supreme status as the 
ruler and judge of karma with His mercy for souls whose destiny is 
to attain communion with Him. 

In the 13th to 15th centuries, the polarity in the Divine nature 
came^ to be understood in terms of the relationship between the 
Lord’s autonomy (svatantrya) and mercy (krpa, kdrunya). This 
is essentially the same paratva-saulabhya paradigm with a soterio¬ 
logical emphasis. The Lord’s autonomy derives from his qualities 
of supremacy : omniscience (sarvajnana), omnipotence (sarva- 
takti), authority (prapti), and perfection (pUrtiJ, which render 
Him “true willed” (satyasarikalpa). It is out of His supreme 
autonomy that He functions as the judge of karma, meting out 
rewards and punishments when pleased or displeased by the soul’s 
action. His qualities of mercy include His love or affection 
(vatsalya), accessibility (saulabhya), sympathy (daya), forbearance 
(k$anti) and His ability to mingle with inferiors without stain 
(sauiilya). Out of His merciful aspect the Lord takes pity on His 
se$as who are hopelessly sunk in samsara and works to reveal 
himself to them, uplift them, and commune with them 

The 3rivai§i?ava acaryas recognize that both the Lord’s 
supreme autonomy and merciful accessibility are necessary for Him 
to be an effective savior. If the Lord is merciful, but not supreme 
and autonomous, then He might not always be able to save an 
individual soul, even when He so desires. But if He is merely 
supreme and autonomous, without mercy and accessibility, a soul 
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caught in samsSra could never reach Him merely by his own efforts. 
Vedanta Desika brings this out succinctly : 

The autonomy of one without mercy is oppressive. 

The compassion of one not autonomous is of no 
help to others and brings pain to himself. The 
compassion of one who is autonomous, however, 
since he can accomplish whatever he intends, is 
delightful to himself and to all who resort to him, 
for it allows him to remove their pain and grant 
their desires. (RTS 23 : p. 640. See also UTS 
29 : pp. 1073-4.) 

However, the tension between the Lord’s supreme autonomy 
and His merciful accessibility creates problems for delineating how 
these qualities are demonstrated in the world, and especially how 
they function in salvation. The differing aims and rhetorical 
methods of Srirangam and Kanchi acaryas have a clear impact on 
the way this tension is dealt with in the works of Manavajamamuni 
and Vedanta Desika. The Srirangam acaryas, with their character¬ 
istic love of dramatic hyperbole, emphasize both aspects of the 
Divine character ; they stress the contrast—even antithesis— 
between the Lord’s supreme autonomy, on the one hand, and His 
extreme compassion and accessibility on the other hand. They 
delight in dwelling on the mysterious parodox of how the same 
Lord who rules the universe with unquestionable might and right 
stoops to serve and be served, placing Himself at the disposal of 
His cherished devotees. Indeed, they point out that the extreme 
limits of the Lord’s mercy and accessibility—for axample, the 
arcavatara, where He takes an inanimate body and depends on His 
devotees to be fed, clothed, and moved—are miraculously the 
extreme limits of His supreme autonomy. It is only out of His 
unprompted, intractable, and unquestionable will that He does 
this 8 In vividly portraying this mysterious polarity of extremes 
in the Divine nature, the aim of the Srirangam acaryas is clearly to 
express and inspire awe, wonder, devotion, and absolute submission 
to the Lord. In their fervor they often let philosophical consistency 
and agreement with scriptural authority fall by the wayside. 

Vedanta Desika’s expositions, in line with the value the Kanchi 
acaryas place on philosophical consistency, seek to bring out the 
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Way m which these two aspects of the Divine nature operate 
together harmoniously. In this respect he is closer to RsmSnuja. 
But unlike Ramanuja he recognizes the potential for conflict and 
contradiction in understanding the Lord’s dual nature. He is 
therefore concerned to delineate clearly how the Lord expresses 
both His mercy and supreme autonomy in creating and maintaining 
the karmic order and the limited autonomy of individual souls, 
and m providing ways to escape samsSra and attain Him. Sastra 
and karma, punishment and favor, mercy and autonomy, 
sadhyopaya and SiddhopSya-in Desika’s view all these form a 
system of mutual checks and balances which support both the 
orderly regularity of the universe and the integrity of the Divine 
nature. Desika does not tolerate an exaggeration of any one 
quahty or aspect of the Lord’s nature which might threaten some 
other quality or upset the delicate balance of the system. In short 
rather than playing up the drama and tension in the Divine nature’ 
Desika tries to reconcile all inconsistencies and rationally delineate 
he function of each part. This tendency reveals Desika’s primary 
concerns : to protect the Vedantic conceptions of God and the soul 
and to preserve the value of the sastras. As Desika sees it, the 
sastnc code has value only in an orderly world governed by a just 
trustworthy, and supreme Deity. He particularly objects to any 
doctrine which portrays the Lord as whimsical, arbitrary, unjust or 
slavishly dependent. 

In sp, ! e of the fact that both groups generally accept the same 
lsistadvaita doctrines concerning the nature of God, his qualities 
and his relation to the world and souls, the difference between the 
approaches of the Srirangam and Kanchi acaryas to this tension in 
he divine nature manifests in many subtle and obvious ways. 

I will not attempt an exhaustive exposition of the general &I- 

conceptlon of the dei *y which underlies the theology of 
both Manavajamamuni and Vedanta Desika, for this has been 
covered by many good books on Visisjadvaita Vedanta 4 In 
keeping with the emphasis of this study on the soteriological 
dispu e between the two schools, the focus will be on two contro- 
versial issues, both involving the tension between the Lord’s 
merciful and autonomous aspects, which have the greatest impact 
on the doctrine of salvation : 1) the extent of the Lord’s affection 

Mtsalyc,) and dependence on His devotees (oiritaparatantrya) 
and 2) the doctrine of uncaused grace (nirhetukakrpa). 
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The Srirangam acaryas affirm that the Lord’s extreme love and 
affection for his devotees extends to the point of His enjoying their 
sins in preference to their merits when He accepts them and 
communes with them. The counterpart of this extreme interpre¬ 
tation of the Lord’s mercy and accessibility is their doctrine of 
causeless grace, which affirms that the Lord’s unquestionable 
autonomy extends so far as to allow Him to save any soul whenever 
He so wills, regardless of the soul’s karma or desire. They use 
many vivid analogies and citations from the epics, purarjas, and 
Alvars’ hymns to explain and substantiate these doctrines. 

Vedanta Desika’s training in logic and philosophy comes 
through in his reaction to the Srirangam acaryas’ expositions. He 
is quick to point out where their interpretations result in internal 
contradictions, conflict with the sastras, or threaten the balance of 
Lord’s qualities. He insists that the Lord’s vetsalya, airitapara- 
tanlrya, and nirhetukakrpa must be interpreted in such a way as to 
1) preserve the validity of sastric injunctions of upayas for 
salvation and atonements (pretyalcitta) for sin, and 2) support the 
Lord’s supremacy, egalitarian mercy and the autonomy He has 
chosen to manifest in His role as the judge of karma. 

B. MANAVA^AMAMUNI : 

/. THE EXTENT OF DIVINE MERCY AND ACCESSIBILITY : 

DOSABHOGYA AND LOVE 

In keeping with their “preacherly” style and devotional intent, 
the Srirangam acaryas use various dramatic analogies and images 
to illustrate the tender affection and loving dependence that the 
Lord feels toward His devotees. In their zeal to portray the 
wondrous extent of the Lord’s mercy and accessibility, they go so 
far as to say that He delights in the sins of His se?as and eschews 
their merits, both when He first accepts them and afterwards when 
He lovingly humbles himself to enjoy communion with them and 
serve them. The Lord’s do$abhogya, or enjoyment of faults, is 
seen by the Srirangam acaryas as the culmination of His mercy and 
accessibility. 

The Srirangam acaryas’ doctrine of do$abhogya is usually 
brought out when explaining the Lord’s quality of vatsalya or 
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tender, parental affection. Vatsala, deriving from the Sanskrit 
word vatsa, calf, is one of Vi$iju’s epithets in Visnu Sahasrandma. 
The Srlvaispava tradition includes vetsalya among the many 
qualities of the Lord’s saulabhya aspect and commonly uses the 
image of a mother cow and its calf to illustrate it, as in Mapavsla- 
mamuni’s definition below : 

Vatsalya is the attitude of a cow toward her calf, 
where she accepts its defects with relish, gives it 
milk and nourishes it, and guards it from all who 
come near with her horns and hooves. In the 
same way, the Lord also accepts [the soul’s] sins 
with relish, nourishes him with His own qualities 
called “virtues like milk” and watches out for 
both friends and enemies. (Mumu 127) B 

“Accepting sins with relish” (dosabhogya) is further explained by 
PiJlai Lokacarya as “not only overlooking the soul’s [faults and 
lack of virtues] but taking these very things as an offering (paccai) 
for acceptance.” (&VB 15) Here Mapavajamamuni explains that 
the Lord’s sympathy and forbearance (daya, ksanti) are the reason 
He overlooks defects ; but it is out of His vatsalya that the Lord 
delights in these very defects, taking them as a precious offering 
when he accepts the soul : 

This is like the cow who won’t graze on fouled 
ground, yet who lovingly delights in [licking off] 
the slime on her own calf which has just fallen 
from her loins. There is no virtue equal to this. 

($VB 15) 

In commenting on the meaning of the Caramasloka’s ma sucah 
(“do not fear”), PiJlai Lokacarya and MaijavalamSmuni bring 
out that the Lord not only forgives the soul’s sins, but out of His 
vatsalya even “considers them to be merits.” Therefore the soul 
has no reason to fear sin. (Mumu 262) 

In the Tattvatraya, other analogies are used to explain how the 
Lord not only ignores but delights in the sins of His devotees. 
Pillai Lokacarya says. 

Like a man who looks but does not see the faults 
of his wife and sons, the faults [of the Lord’s 
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devotees] do not even enter His mind. . . . Like a 
man who delights in the dirt on the body of his 
beloved, He takes their sins as delight. (TaTr 151) 

Here MagavSlamamuni says that ignoring sins is an effect of the 
Lord’s tactful cleverness (cdturya) and taking sins as a delight is 
an effect of His devotedness (praniyatva). 

Whatever analogies they may use to explain do$abhogya, and 
whichever qualities of the Lord they may connect it with, the 
Srirangam acaryas support this doctrine by appealing to some 
crucial passages in the Nal&yira Divya Prabandham. Tirumalicai 
Alvar addresses the Lord saying, “Take the sins I have committed 
as merits.” Periyalvar has the Lord say “My devotees would 
never do that [sin]. Even if they did, they did well.” 6 

The Srirangam acaryas do not consistently distinguish the 
method of forgiveness for sins committed before taking refuge in 
the Lord from those committed afterwards. Different passages 
find them explaining forgiveness of either kind of sin in terms of 
the Lord ignoring it and/or delighting in it. Ma^avajamamuni 
seems to interpret the following verses of jiianasara to mean that 
the Lord relishes the previous sin of His devotees and ignores the 
sins they commit after resorting to Him. 

The faults committed by the bees on the tulasi 
chest are many. But O heart, don’t despair. 

Even though He sees them, the Lord has no eye 
for the many sins His servants do. 

Would the Lord of the lotus lady even see, much 
less reproach, the faults of those who delight in 
taking refuge in Him ? Doesn’t a cow love the 
very slime on the body of the calf she has so 
gladly borne that day ? (JS 24, 25) 

Here Ma^avSlamamuni says the Lord “ignores the subsequent sins 
[of His devotees] as if He has no eye to see it. Even if He happens 
to see some sin they did previously, since He is affectionate 
(vatsala) He will not despise them for it, but delight in it.” (ibid.) 
In Mumuksuppali, however. MaijavaJamamuni implies that the 
previous sins of His devotees are ignored ; he says the Lord 
“manifested His vtttsalya in not seeing the faults of Arjuna who 
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had [previously] refrained from dharma because he thought it to be 
adharma.” (Mumu 217) In tfrivacana Bhu$ana, he suggests that 
the Lord would delight even in the subsequent sins of his devotees. 
PilJai Lokacarya says, “The soul takes merit as sin ; the Lord 
takes sin as merit. But the Lord won’t get any, for the soul won’t 
do any.” (&VB 280) The wise prapanna, Ma^avalamamuni 
explains, recognizes that merits which make for worldly happiness 
obstruct mok$a and attainment for the Lord ; therefore he avoids 
them. On the other hand, 

The Lord has such unbounded affection that he 
takes the faults his airitas commit as good deeds. 

Thus even if the soul commits some sin, [the 
Lord] does not think of it as a fault but delights 
in it, thinking it to be a good deed. However, 
since the soul conducts himself with discipline 
and does not engage in sinful activity, the 
affectionate Lord who takes sin as merit will 
have no opportunity [to do so] but will only go 
on wishing for it. (SVB 280) 

The Lord’s indulgent affection for His devotees, which extends 
to enjoying their very faults, is closely related to His quality of 
airitapOratantrya or dependence on those who have taken refuge in 
Him. Out of His love for them, he passionately desires to 
commune with and serve those who have sought His protection. 
According to Matjavalamamuni, just as bhagavata-ie?atva is the 
ultimate manifestation of the soul’s svarupa, airitapOratantrya is 
the supreme limit of the Lord’s svarupa. (5^5 153) When He 
comes to enjoy communion with the soul, because of His loving 
infatuation for His devotee, the Lord wants to enjoy him as he is, 
with all his faults, and make Himself subservient to His se$a’s 
wishes. Maijavalamamuni explains that it is because of His 
airitapOratantrya that (as Lokacarya says), “The Lord does not act 
exclusively for His own purposes or for the sake of Himself and 
others jointly, but only for others, just like moonlight, sandal 
paste and cool water.” ( TaTr 151) In this way the Lord 
demonstrates the full extent of his airitapOratantrya, saulabhya 
(accessibility) and sauiilya (affability). 
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In this mysterious reversal of the se§a-se$i relationship, if the 
soul tries to get rid of his faults, or shrinks away in an effort to 
protect his subservience and dependence, then the Lord’s enjoyment 
is thwarted. PiHai Lokacarya says that ‘'the goodness one seek* 
for oneself is a barrier like evil, just as clothes worn for beauty are 
obstacles to close embrace. ( S>VB 160-1) Mapava]amamuni 
explains that just as Bharata’s goodness of prapatti prevented the 
Lord from becoming the upaya or means for fulfilling his request, 
self-imposed merit is also an obstacle once the Lord has become 
the upeya or goal. 

In that state, when the 3esi, out of his infatuation 
(vydmoha) humbles so much of his nature and 
has intercourse [with the soul], one might seek 
the goodness of sesatva for oneself. [One might] 
reflect on one’s own lowliness and say, “Aren’t 
we the sesas? Shouldn’t we preserve our subser¬ 
vience ?” This obstructs His delight as much as 
the evil of the soul saying “I am autonomous.” 

. . . Even though clothes worn to beautify the 
woman delight her lover and adorn her well, in 
the state of enjoyment they are an obstruction to 
close embrace. In the same way, [the se§atva one 
seeks for oneself] obstructs [the Lord’s] enjoy¬ 
ment. (&VB 160-1) 

This truth is exemplified by Slta’s declaration that Rama did not 
even allow her to wear a simple necklace during conjugal union, 
for fear of obstructing their closeness. (5 <VB 162) 7 Even clinging 
to pSratantrya—the soul’s true nature—can be an obstacle to the 
Se$!’s enjoyment if it prevents the soul from responding to the 
Lord’s overtures of love. 

163. Like merit, even pttratantrytt inhibits the 
enjoyment of the Supreme [Lord]. 

Just like the merit of Be$atva stated above . . . 
absolute paratantrya which makes one lie as 
[inert] as insentient matter, without returning the 
Lord’s glances, is a stranglehold to the delight of 
the Lord who desires a response. (tiVB 163) 
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However, PiJJai Lokacarya says, “while ornaments are not 
desired, dirt is desired.” (SVB 165) Just as a lover enjoys even the 
dirt on the body of his beloved, the Lord delights even in the faults 
of His devotee. In the Ramayapa, after Sita’s rescue, Rama was 
angered that she bathed before presenting herself before him. 
(SfVB 166) 8 PiHai Lokacarya concludes that 

176. Indeed, removing faults is itself a fault. 

Suppose that, like a beloved woman who removes 
the dirt from her body in expectation of enjoying 
union, the soul thinks he has to remove the faults 
adventitious to his utterly pure svarupa before 
offering himself to the Lord. Such removal of 
faults, done out of his own self-compulsion, is 
itself a fault, because it obstructs the Lord’s 
delight. For as with the lover and the dirt of the 
beloved, the fault itself is desired, and the Lord 
wants to enjoy him with it. ( SVB 176) 

2. THE EXTENT OF DIVINE AUTONOMY: 

UNCAUSED GRACE AND ACCIDENTAL GOOD DEEDS 

The different approaches of the Srirangam and Kanchi acaryas 
to the relationship between the Lord’s mercy and autonomy lead 
to a clear-cut doctrinal difference on the interpretation of 
nirhetukakfpa, the Lord’s causeless grace. Both the Srirangam and 
Kanchi acaryas accept that the Lord’s general quality of mercy is 
uncaused—it is unconditional (niraupadhika), innate (sahaja). and 
based on nothing outside Himself. They also agree that it is the 
Lord’s mercy which is the primary cause behind salvation. It is 
the Lord who has worked to redeem souls by creating the physical 
world, providing bodies and the power to act, revealing the Veda 
and sastra, and manifesting Himself in various avataras. It is 
because of His labors of mercy that souls in samsSra are inspired 
to seek refuge with Him. Thus the merciful Lord and ultimate 
agent of all (sarvakarto) is the general cause behind the salvation 
of all souls. The point of dispute is whether the Lord’s grace can 
ever be the sole add sufficient cause of Salvation in any specific 
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instance. In His salvation of a particular soul at a particular time 
ever totally unprecedented by anything on the part of the soul and 
therefore truly uncaused ? 

In Chapter Four, it was shown how the Srirangam acaryas 
affirm the Lord’s acceptance of the soul (paragatasviktlra) to be 
the actual upSya for salvation. The soul’s acceptance of the Lord 
(svagatasvikara) is not part of the means because it is 1) ineffective 
by itself, and 2) always an effect of the Lord’s initial acceptance 
and/or His past efforts to redeem souls via creation, etc. (Mumu 
224, SVB 142-8) This does not mean that resorting to the Lord 
on one’s own initiative is never successful. Sometimes the innately 
merciful Lord may be moved to accept a soul who realizes his 
dependence and subservience and surrenders to the Lord as his 
protector. But this method is not so reliable as when the Lord 
takes the initiative. This is because the autonomous Lord may 
reject the soul’s plea, either because of his past sins or merely out 
of the Lord’s own inscrutable and unpredictable will. (SVB 148) 
Once the Lord decides to accept the soul of His own free will, 
however, the soul’s karma does not stand in the way. But the 
question that remains to be answered is : when the Lord chooses 
to save, must His choice be occasioned by something on the part 
of the soul, such as good karma, the performance of an upaya, 
knowledge, or desire ? 

Even though the nirhetukakrpa issue seems to focus on the 
Lord’s grace or mercy, the dispute really centers on the extent of 
the Lord’s supreme autonomy. As the Srirangam acSryas see it, if 
the Lord’s merciful will to save always needs to be prompted by 
the soul to have fruition, then this is a defect to the Lord’s 
perfection and self-sufficiency. In commenting on Jfianasara 9, 
Mapavajamamuni glosses “by his faultless grace” (acilaru(al) as 
“by His causeless grace (nirhetukakrpa)," for 

it is a fault of grace if it is not accomplished 
unless when it has a reason . . When [the Lord] 

acts by caused grace (sahetukakrpa) He investi¬ 
gates the [soul’s] virtues and faults and protects 
within those limits. (JS 9) 

But when the Lord saves by His causeless grace. He does not pay 
attention to the soul’s merits and demerits. The Srirangam acaryas 
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affirm that the Lord has the right to manifest His supreme, 
unquestionable, and uncontrollable autonomy by saving any soul 
whenever He so wills. The term the Srirangam acaryas perfer to 
use for causeless grace in this specific sense is nirhetuka-or 
akasmika-katak$a literally, causeless or spontaneous glance. Out 
of His mere will, which may be as spontaneous and capricious as a 
glance, He occasionally forces His grace on a soul who is 
undeserving, even unwilling, by trumping up an excuse in the form 
of some unknown, accidental, or unintentional good deed he has 
done. Nammalvar is cited as the exemplary recipient of 
nirhetukakatak$a. (S’ VB 393, AcHf 113) Though he was totally 
devoid of any good karma, knowledge, or interest in spiritual 
matters, the Lord seized upon him in order to use him in His plan 
to redeem souls. Because of the authority of the Lord’s supreme 
autonomy, the Srirangam acaryas argue that the Lord’s choice to 
save a particular unworthy individual in this manner cannot be 
questioned by those not chosen, nor can He be charged with cruelty 
or partiality. 

The Lord’s overwhelming mercy, which inspires Him to labor 
zealously to try to rescue souls in saihsara, is a theme the Srirangam 
acaryas delight in portraying with vivid images and analogies. In 
Sfrivacana Bhu$apa, PiJlai Lokacarya says that even while enjoying 
the splendor of Vaikugtha, the Lord’s experience is not complete 
"because His mind goes out to those in samsara, like a father 
whose heart lies with his sones in a foreign country.” (5>VB 381) 
Therefore He gives them bodies and the ability to use them for their 
own upliftment. Entering into them as the inner controller, He 
clings close to them, 

never leaving, because of the special relationship 
only He knows. Thus He embraces them from 
within, like a mother embracing her sleeping 
child from behind . . . protecting their existence 
and sharing their experience. When they engage 
in improper deeds, He does not prevent them but 
grants permission as one who is indifferent. 
Meanwhile, He looks for an opportunity to 
redeem them. (5 r F5 381) 
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MapavSlamamuni explains that 

The Lord of all, who is actively engaged in 
uplifting souls in samsara by His causeless grace, 
presents them with limbs and organs and then 
looks to see if there is any way He can accept 
them by finding some particular good deeds of 
theirs which are in accord with the sastras He has 
commanded. If these are lacking, in order that 
the prasaAgas of release for all (sarvamukti) and 
cruelty and partiality (vaiiamyanairghfnya) do 
not occur, He himself [searches over] their entire 
series of births, fabricates some unknown good 
deeds [of theirs] and magnifies them tenfold. 

{SVB 383) 

Pillai Lokacarya says that '“when He can’t even find a bad deed 
He can designate as good,” He does not give up hope and turn 
away helplessly, like a physician who can’t find any sings of 
life in his patient, but 

as soon as He gets the chance to superimpose 
[some merit on them] He makes up something 
such as “You said the name of my city! You 
uttered my name! You cared for my devotees! You 
quenched their thirst! You gave them shelter and 
shade!” (S' VB 381) 

If the soul happens to have done some such deed accidentally, 
unintentionally, or while pursuing his own selfish aims, “with so 
little a foothold (parfOcu)" the Lord seizes upon this as an 
opportunity to shed His grace on him, as if “putting a mango in 
the pocket.” (SVB 381) One might frame a man for theft by 
stealthily slipping a mango in his pocket as he is walking along and 
then running up and accusing him of stealing it. In the same way 
Mauavalamamuni explains, the Lord forcibly “superimposes such 
things [on souls] without their knowledge.” (ibid.) Just as a 
goldsmith collects gold dust in a ball of wax over a few days until 
it becomes a significant amount, the Lord collects these accidental 
good deeds of His own fashioning over each of the soul’s births 
until they amount to a pretext to save, (ibid,) To substantiate 
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this doctrine, PiJiai Lokacarya and Magavalamamuni cite puraijic 
incidents where unknown and inadvertent good deeds became the 
basis of some great reward. (&VB 282) 9 

But even when the Lord takes even these unknown and 
accidental good deeds as a basis to accept the soul, doesn’t it still 
violate the principle of nirhetukakrpO? This objection is partly 
answered by pointing out that these deeds are not in themselves 
good—it is only because of the merit the Lord attributes to them 
that they become a basis for acceptance. 

396. How can we give the litle “good deeds ” to 
something that the iastras don't enjoin and of 
which we are unaware? The answer is heard : "not 
us, but the Lord." 

What we call a good deed is something enjoined 
in the sastra . . and performed deliberately by 

the soul who is the agent (karta). But these 
accidental deeds are things the sastra does not 
enjoin. . . . Furthermore, we, the agents, are 
completely unaware that we did them. So how 
can we call them “good deeds”? The answer 
declared by the acaryas who have realized the 
truth is : we do not designate them as good deeds. 

It is the omniscient Lord who, in order to prevent 
the sarvamuktiprasahga, has given them the title 
of “good deeds.” ($VB 396) 

Secondly, even if the Lord happens to seize upon some small good 
deed that the sastras prescribe, it should only merit for some 
meager reward, not the supreme goal of acceptance by the Lord. 
Therefore such a deed is not really a legitimate reason for salvation 
without the Lord’s superimposition of merit. ( AcHf 111) Finally, 
the Srirangam acaryas recall that it is the Lord himself, the 
“Plowman of bhakti” (bhaktiyulavan) , through his own efforts in 
creation, avataras, etc., who has prepared the soil for even these 
accidental good deeds to sprout forth. Therfore, there is nothing 
in them for which the soul can take credit and no deliberate effort 
that he need make for his salvation. The following passage shows 
how this doctrine supports the Srirangam acaryas emphasis on the 
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soul’s absolute dependence and submission to the Lord as master 
and savior. 

But still, when He sheds His grace on the basis of 
unknown good deeds in this way, doesn’t His 
acceptance become sahetuka? To this he reveals: 

387. In the very beginning He created the soul 
such that even these, too, would occur to him. 

In order that even these accidental good deeds 
might happen to him, at the time of creation He 
gave limbs and organs to the soul.. . and brought 
him into being. Therefore even accidental and 
other deeds declared to be the cause of His grace 
(katak$a) are the fruit of His own labors. The 
word “too” means that, by the same principle. His 
labor is the basis for known good deeds as well. 

388. If one looks at this, [it is clear] that there is 
nothing the soul has to do. 

If we reflect on how He gave the soul limbs and 
organs to use for his own upliftment, as he was 
lying indistinguishable from insentient matter, 
then it is seen that one whose very existence is 
dependent on Him need do no activity in regard 
to his salvation other than wait for Him to act. 

389. In a field where plowing, planting, and 
cultivating have been going on for a long time, 
fallen seeds still sprout and bear fruit. In the same 
way, these [accidental good deeds] will grow up on 
their own. Such is the method by which the plowman 
of bhakti has prepared this old field [of samsara]. 

(SVB 387-9) 

Much of Acarya Hj-daya is devoted to explaining how 
NammalvSr was accepted by the Lord and given knowledge and 
devotion as a result of the Lord’s causeless grac s (nirhetukakatak$a). 
When the Lord saw that all His efforts to win souls by creation, 
revealing the sastras, avataras, etc., had largely been in vain, He 
did not give up. Like a farmer who begins his labors again even 
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when his crop fails, the compassionate Lord continued his efforts, 
this time trying a new tactic : 

Those who hunt birds and animals take a tame 
bird or animal of the same kind with them as a 
decoy when they hunt. Similarly, the Lord 
looked for someone suitable for this task—some¬ 
one of the same kind to use as a decoy. . . . His 
majestic eyes, which view the length and breadth 
of everything . . . found no one anywhere who 
was suitable for this. Then He realized that he 
had to fashion an object for this task . . . Since 
He always reclines [facing south] out of his 
affection for Vibhi$aija 10 it was natural that His 
eye would fall towards the south. . . . Thus it fell 
on this one soul who was shuttling back and forth 
in any and every kind of birth, indifferently 
taking up whatever body was dictated by his 

karma, no matter what joti or varna .[This 

one soul] caught in the midst of the ocean of 
samsara whose shores cannot be seen ... He took 
and transformed into a channel for the flood of 
His grace. . .. This special grace, which cannot 
be known or understood even by the Lord’s 
consorts as He lies in their close embrace, is 
without any cause but His own will, as stated [in 
Pancaratra?: ]“Not because of mediation or any 
other reason but My will alone do I glance at 
something at some time,” and ‘‘O wise one, by 
My uncaused grace, and through the acarya’s 
acceptance, they obtain the highest abode." Thus 
tha reason for NammSlvar’s aforementioned 
excellence has been clearly explained ... It is 
concluded that NammSlvSr was the result of the 
merit of the One who sleeps on the serpent couch. 

(AcHr 94) 

NammSlvar’s verses are cited to show that he was completely 
devoid of any good karma which might have been a basis for the 
Lord’s acceptance. He denies that he ever practiced any vow or 
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austerity, gave any alms, performed any of the three yogas in this 
life or before (AcHj 101-2) In an extended analogy, Acttrya 
Hfdaya describes his complete depravity as a dense thorn thicket 
of karma which the Lord cleared, planted with the seeds of 
devotion, and tended till it produced a crop of bhakti. Maoavaja- 
mBmuni elaborates : 

Even when ordered to praise, worship, bow and 
prostrate to the One who is my designated 
I did not do it. My mind and heart were a 
complete wasteland, without even a trace of a 
good deed as a foothold (paryOcu) for Him to 
accept me. As stated [in the verse], “Correcting 
my mind and fixing it toward Him” (TVM 1.5.10) 

[He wanted] to orient my mind toward Him—that 
fickle mind which wanders into everything it sees. 

Taking that very mind of mine which had been 
completely wasted in this way as His foothold, 

He shouldered my burden and ruled me Like a 
king who destroys evildoers by the authority of 
his throne, He established himself [in my mind] 
so that my five sense organs . . . were completely 
destroyed. ... He took His mighty and capable 
grace and made it into an invincible sword for 
cutting down that thicket of sins whose base 
could not even be seen, much less cut. Taking 
my mind which was meant to be a field for 
cultivating bhakti, but which had been going to 
waste . . . He cut the taproot of karmic 
tendencies (vasand) and the side roots of desire 
(ruci) [for those weeds of sins] so that they could 
not branch out again.... By His will which 
derives from grace (krpaprayuktasahkalpa) . . . 

He made ashes of them so that they were 
completely destroyed. (AcHf 104) 

After the Lord sowed the seeds of attachment to Himself, watered 
them with the beauty of His form, plucked out the weeds of egoism 
and possessiveness, and guarded the field from the predators of 
the senses, 



204 


The &rivaifnava Theological Dispute... 


that crop of bhakti came to fruition, as limitless 
as the sea. . . . Thus the bhakti which this Alvar 
received is the fruit of the labors of the Lord of 
all, the Plowman of bhakti who toils for the 
salvation of souls . . . ever making efforts to 
cultivate devotion toward Himself in them. 

(AcHr 104) 

Though NammalvSr speaks of his total lack of good karma, 
one may object that perhaps the bhakti he received was precedented 
by some good deed in a past life of which he was unaware. This 
is countered by citing quotes demonstrating NammalvSr’s 
omniscience ; the Lord had granted him the “gift of illusion-free 
knowledge” ( TVM 1.1.1) enabling him to see clearly all his past 
lives and the deeds of the avatOras, which he records in his hymns. 
Marta va jama muni concludes : 

All these deeds he reveals clearly and flawlessly, 
as one who participated in them. Thus there is 
nothing unknown to him. Therefore, if he had 
any accidental (yadrcchika) or other good deeds 
which were the basis for the Lord’s accepting him, 
he would have revealed them. Since we do find 
him saying many times that the Lord’s grace is 
the sole cause, it is established that he had none. 

( AcHr 107) 

Nammalvar himself asked if there was some good deed that he did, 
saying “what good thing have I done for the Lord that He shines 
in my heart?” ( TVM 10.6.8) He received no answers {AcHr 108) 

It may be argued that he at least lacked any hatred for the 
Lord or had some slight inclination toward Him (adveia, 
abhimukhya) which might have served as the basis for his salvation. 
But Nammalvar tells the Lord “you gave me a mind to approach 
and worship you” and “you destroyed my evil mind” ( TVM 
2.7.7-8), showing that even these qualities “came about from the 
Lord alone . . . they did not come about on the basis of his good 
karma. ( AcHr 108) In two verses NammalvSr seems to admit that 
he gave his consent and permission to the Lord, saying “By 
permission I placed him in my heart,” (TVM 8.7,10) and “I and 
my mind consented [and my sins] were destroyed.” 11 But these 
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are rejected as a basis for the Lord’s grace because of two other 
lines: “1 never agreed to place him in my heart” ( TVM 1.7.7) 
and “Me—the one who was made to consent” ( TVM 5.8.9) 
Mantavajamamuni interprets these verses to mean that NammalvSr 
gave no prior permission. Rather, the Lord forced himself on 
Nammalvar and made him surrender. ( AcHr 110) 

According to AcCrya Hrdaya, the only pretexts for Namalvar’s 
acceptance that can be admitted on the basis of Nammalvar’s own 
statements are two accidental good deeds. Nammalvar claims that 
the Lord entered his heart when he called out one of His names 
and the name of the mountain where His temple stands. “As soon 
as I said ‘Madbava,’ He fell on me and entered my heart, banishing 
all my faults.” ( TVM 2.7.3) “I simply said ‘Tirumaliruncolai’ 
[mountain] and the Lord came and entered fully into my heart. 
{TVM 10.8.1) Manavalamamuni takes these statements to be 
merely casual references Nammalvar made to designate some 
individual and describe a certain place. They were not at all 
intended as the devotional invocation of the Lord and His shrines 
which the sastras prescribe. Even if they had some small goodness 
they would certainly not merit the supreme gift that Nammalvar 
received. Nevertheless, the Lord seized upon these petty accidental 
deeds, superimposed merit on them, and shed His saving grace on 
Nammalvar. {AcHr 111) 

The argument for affirming Nammalvar’s salvation by the 
Lord’s spontaneous and causeless grace alone, apart from any good 
karma on his part, is concluded in Acarya Hrdaya 113 : 

Even if all this is true, there must be some basis 
for the fact that from beginningless time [The 
Lord’s] grace has not reached out toward this 
soul and that only today it has been extended to 
him. Isn’t there some merit or good deed 
(sukrta) which can be posited as a basis for this? 

To this he reveals : 

113. When he declares “No way of coming [can be 
told for this Life of sweetness]"™ and “ Spontane¬ 
ously (verite) [He graces those whom He graces]" 

(TVM 8.7.8) [it means] that there is nothing 
which can be posited [as a basis] except for the 
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“Good Deed ” (sukrta) called the Source of Life 
(valmutal) [i.e., the Lord]. (AcHj 113) 

MagavMamamuni interprets these verses as confirming that the 
Lord’s grace which saved Natnmaivar was completely causeless and 
spontaneous. He glosses them to mean : 

'‘There is no reason which can be specified as to 
how my life came to be so sweet” . . . and ‘‘He 
gives His grace without cause (nirhetukarndka) to 
those whom he so intends.” In this way, 
[Nammalvar] himself has decided that he became 
an object [of the Lord’s grace] without cause. 

(.AcHr 113) 13 

We might wonder why the Srirangam acaryas, who seek to 
defend the scope of Lord’s autonomy and the causelessness of His 
actions, would take such pains to specify the role of accidental 
good deeds in Namma War’s salvation. It seems that here the 
Srirangam acaryas are making a weak attempt to answer some of 
the objections to nirhetukakfpCt posed by the Kanchi acaryas. 
Maijavalamamuni points out that the yadrcchika sukrta doctrine 
avoids the sarvamuktiprasahga of causeless grace. (S' VB 396, 383) 
Even though there is nothing the soul must try to do or have in 
order for the Lord to choose to save him, the fact that the Lord 
uses these unknown, accidental, and unintentional acts as a pretext 
explains why everyone has not already been saved. In one passage 
Mauavalamamuni states that this doctrine also prevents the 
vai$amyanairgrnyaprasanga t but he does not elaborate. (S 'VB 383) 
It is not clear how using accidental good deeds as a pretext acquits 
the Lord of cruelty and partiality. If the autonomous Lord is 
capable of fashioning a pretext to save any soul, yet chooses to 
save some and keep others in sathsara, then His mercy and 
egalitarianism can be still be questioned. 

In Acarya Hj-daya, AlakiyamapavSla Peruma] Nayanar 
invokes only the Lord’s unquestionable autonomy to defend Him 
against the charge of cruelty and partiality. With two pointed 
analogies he illustrates the Lord’s right to choose some and not 
others, for no fathomable reason but His own unconstrained 
autonomy: 
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But when [the Lord’s] acceptance is uncaused like 
this, everyone should be accepted. What is the 
basis for accepting this one individual like this? 
By worldly examples, he demonstrates that what¬ 
ever the One of unconstrained autonomy (niranku- 
dasvatantran) does by the pride (c'irukku) of his 
Lordliness (iivaratva) cannot be investigated. 

106. The actions of an imperial elephant and a 
king cannot be questioned 

In a country without a king, the imperial 
elephant is blindfolded and released [in a crowd]; 
the one that he picks becomes king. When that 
happens, all the others who are present are not to 
ask, “what is the reason why he picked this 
particular man even though there are others 
present?” Similarly, once that man becomes king, 
by his own authority he chooses one woman to 
be his queen. Even though there are many 
women there of equal [worth] people don’t ask, 
“why did he chose her?” [Kuresa] says, “His 
autonomy and lordliness (svtttantrya, aiivarya) 
are unquestionable 14 ; thus the supreme Lord 
has the qualities of aiivarya and svatantrya that 
cannot be investigated. [Bhattar] says “A 
creature is placed in existence [in samsara] and 
released by you alone” 15 ; thus, He is the one on 
whom all bondage and release depends. This 
confirms that He has the power to make whatever 
He desires to be the way He wants it whenever 
He desires, even without any reason, in the same 
way that an imperial elephant and king act accor¬ 
ding to their desire. If—for His own use and by 
His own will which is based on His pride of 
lordliness—He accepts one soul among those who 
are dependent on Him as His property, the 
reason for this [choice] cannot be investigated, 
even though there are other souls present who 
were not chosen. (AcHr 106) 
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tfrivacana Bhu$ana deals with the charge that the Lord is 
cruelly responsible for keeping souls in samsara in a somewhat 
different manner. First the objection is raised : 

371. If a mother fails to take her child from the 
edge of a well, people will say that she pushed 
him in. 

By the [legal] principle of “that which is not 
prevented is permitted,” failure to obstruct 
amounts to permission. Therefore, isn’t the 
Lord’s permission the basis for the soul’s 
subsequent loss? (SVB37 1) 

Pillai Lokacarya uses a simile to show that the soul and his karma 
are fully to blame for continued existence in samsara : “Just as the 
soul’s permission is not a cause for gain, so the Lord’s permission 
is not a cause for loss ; both [permissions] are natural to each of 
them.” (&VB 372-3) Manava]amamuni explains that for the soul 
to grant permission for the Lord to save him is only a characteristic 
effect of his sentience and natural to his svarupa of dependence. 
Therefore it cannot be a basis for salvation. For the Lord to grant 
permission for samsara and wait for the soul’s request for protec¬ 
tion is a manifestation of His natural autonomy for the purpose of 
supporting the sastric order which He has ordained. “For the 
autonomous [Lord], permitting samsara in order to direct [souls] 
according to the sastras which are His commands ... is a 
characteristic of His autonomy, and it is natural.” (&VB 372-3) 
Thus according to the Srirangam acaryas, both ways of 
acting—1) judging the soul by his karma while waiting for him to 
request protection, and 2) choosing to save him out of His own 
gracious will by some pretext of His own fashioning—are manifes¬ 
tations of the Lord’s uncontrollable and unquestionable autonomy. 
To accuse Him of cruelty in permitting sathsara, Pi]]ai LokScarya 
says, is something like a child who falls down in the street and 
then runs to his mother and beats her, blaming her for his fall. It 
is foolish to blame one’s own peril on the One who is the uncondi¬ 
tional Sesi and merciful Protector just because He does not 
intervene. (&VB 371) Furthermore, it is dangerous. 
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374-5. The cause of loss is karma, the cause of 
gain is mercy (krpa.) To say the opposite is a 
reason for loss. 

If one says that the Lord’s autonomy ... is the 
cause of loss and that the soul’s merits are the 
cause of gain, then the Lord will withdraw. 

Therefore this will be a reason for being lost and 
never attaining the Lord’s feet. . . . 

376. Accusing someone who is trying to take you 
out of pushing you in is a reason for him not to 
take you out. 

Suppose some merciful person takes pity on one 
who has fallen into a deep well out of careless¬ 
ness due to his karma and tries to get him out. 
Meanwhile, suppose the man [in the well] thinks 
that the other was the one who pushed him in, 
merely because he was present when he fell. If 
[the man in the well] says “You pushed me in, 
didn’t you!” Then the [merciful person] will 
have reason to get angry and say “I didn’t do this 
thing he accuses me of!” Thus he may just leave 
him there. Similarly, suppose the merciful Lord 
is thinking of rescuing the soul who lies sunk in 
the pitfall of samsara because of his own karma. 

At this point, if the soul says “You pushed me 
into samsara and have left me for all this time!” 
then the Lord will have reason to get angry and 
just leave him, saying “Let him suffer what he 
suffers.” (&VB 374-6) 

Therefore, if the Lord decides to manifest His autonomy by 
allowing the soul to follow his own delusion of autonomy and 
judging him according to his karma, He has a right to do so. But 
if His causeless grace spontaneously rises up so that He decides to 
destroy that soul’s karma and accept him, then nothing can prevent 
Him—neither the soul’s autonomy or the Lord’s own previous 
intention enforce the sastric law on him. 
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402. Like the fruit of karma, the fruit of grace 
must be ended only through experience. 

The fruits of karma (the good and bad deeds the 
soul has committed) must be ended by experien¬ 
cing them. . . In the same way, the fruit of His 
grace, which removes the karma causing eternal 
transmigration and makes [the soul] partake of 
the same enjoyment as the nityasuris, must also 
necessarily be ended by the soul’s experience, 
even if this is not desired [by the soul]. Though 
His grace is beginningless, it has been prevented 
by the autonomy of the soul, the agent of karma, 
and by the autonomy of the Lord, the one who 
grants the fruits of that karma. What if this 
recurs ? To this he reveals : 

403. If grace begins to flow, it will surge forth, 
eradicating both banks, such that it cannot be 
prevented by the autonomy of either of them. 

While the Lord is directing the soul according to 
his karma, thinking, “As soon as he approaches 
in the manner I have ordained [in the sastras] 
I will accept him,” His quality of mercy is 
obstructed by the autonomy of both of them. 
But when [the soul] does not approach in that 
manner, [divine grace] flows forth such that the 
Lord himself falls upon the soul’s very wayward¬ 
ness as a foothold and accepts the soul. At that 
point, [this grace] cannot be obstructed by the 
autonomy of the Lord . . . which says, “Let us 
direct the soul according to his karma” or by the 
autonomy of the soul . . . which makes him 
continue to transgress the Lord’s commands. 
. . . When [this grace] floods forth more and 
more, it eradicates both banks—that is, the 
autonomy of both of them, as stated [by the 
Alvar], “When grace comes to fruition, who can 
prevent it?” (TVM 5.1.1) SVB 402-3) 
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C. VEDANTA DESIKA: 

1. THE LIMITS OF DIVINE MERCY AND ACCESSIBILITY: 

FORGIVENESS BY PROPITIATION AND ATONEMENT 

In a poetic context, Vedanta Desika also makes use of 
imagery dramatizing the Lord’s love for and dependence on those 
who take refuge in him. Passages in his Daya Sat aka (a stotra 
addressed to the Lord’s personified compassion) proclaim that 
Divine mercy thrives on consuming sins, impling that the soul can 
offer his very sins as a basis for acceptance. 

Since I am the foremost of offenders, O Daya .. . 
ignore those of only limited faults and fill your 
belly with my mass of sins. (V. 29, SVD p. 122) 

O Mother, my mind eagerly offers you my former 
great offenses, in the desire to appease you. 

(V. 97, SVD p. 135) 

Another passage suggests that the Lord’s a&ritapQratantrya makes 
Him ignore the subsequent sin of those who take refuge in Him : 
Though dependent on no other, He becomes 
dependent on those who have submitted to Him. 

. . . The One who sees all does not take count of 
their misdeeds, (v. 63, SVD p. 128) 

However, in his doctrinal works Desika directs pointed 
criticism at the over-exaggerations of the Lord’s forgiving affection 
made by the Srirangam acaryas. In Rahasyatrayasora he makes it 
clear that no interpretation of the Lord’s love and affection for His 
devotees can 1) overrule the injunctions of the upayas or 
prayaicittas He has decreed in the sastras or 2) compromise His 
position as the supreme judge of karma. According to Desika, all 
the soul’s previous sins, no matter how great, are forgiven when 
the Lord’s will to punish is placated by the performance of prapatti; 
after that, no sin can prevent mok§a at the end of this life. But 
this does not mean that the Lord ignores all subsequent sin or 
delights in it like a good deed. Accidental sins committed after 
prapatti are ignored ; they are forgiven by virtue of one’s original 
prapatti. But the deliberate offenses of His prapannas are still sins, 
and even though He is affectionate the Lord cannot ignore tbem> 
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He will render light punishment for them unless appeased by the 
prdya&ciua prescribed in the sastras. (RTS 18 : pp. 521-3) 

Desika claims that this doctrine of forgiveness allows room for 
the Lord to manifest His gracious affection to His prapannas by 
forgiving all their previous sin, all future accidental sin, and even 
future deliberate sin after a simple atonement or light punishment. 
At the same time, it does not compromise His Supreme autonomy 
as the egalitarian judge of karma and the true-willed upholder of 
the sastras, for the Lord grants this measure of forgiveness only 
after being propitiated by the performance of the upaya. 

The following passage demonstrates how Desika conceives the 
harmonious cooperation between the Lord’s merciful and 
autonomous aspects in forgiving sins, once the Lord is placated by 
the performance of the upaya. 

The Lord who is the unconditional Se$i of all, 
unconditionally autonomous and true-willed 
withholds His will to punish from the first 
moment the words of surrender are uttered. He 
zealously devours the heaps of sins of His 
devotees without showing any strain. His desire 
to favor His followers allows them to expiate 
their deliberate sins through remorse, [atonement], 
etc. (RTS 20 : pp. 571-2) 

He compares the Lord’s loving discipline of His prapannas to the 
behavior of a powerful and benevolent king toward his attendants: 

An emperor worthy of service behaves with 
affection toward his unbrella carriers harem 
attendants, hunchbacks and dwarves, sons and 
princes, out of his benevolent relationship to 
them and in accordance with their offenses and 
their degree of closeness. But in order that they 
may attain pardon for their faults so that further 
discipline will not be necessary, he will withold 
his face from them give them, lashes, send them 
away, forbid them in the gates, or suspend them 
from service temporarily. In this same way, the 
Lord causes those of a gentle nature to seek 
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forgiveness and renders some special disciplinary 
punishment for those of a hard-hearted nature. 

These different methods of forgiveness are a result 
of their earlier prapatti. ( RST 18 : pp. 520-1) 

As Desika sees it, this interpretation of the Lord’s forgiving 
affection avoids any antinomian implications while preserving the 
Lord’s justice, supremacy and the meaningful ness of sastric 
injunctions. In the following passages, we see him reacting to the 
antinomianism implied in the do$abhogya doctrine and criticizing 
the Srirangam acaryas for relying too much on everyday analogies 
and citations from the Alvars to support views that conflict with 
sastric authorities. 

The statements that the faults of the prapanna 
are like dirt on the body of a beloved wife or the 
slime on the calf mean that if evil people become 
prapannas the Lord will not forsake them but 
correct them. Otherwise, if this means that even 
future deliberate sins are enjoyable to the Lord, 
then the prapanna should acquire as many as he 
can! (RTS 29 : pp. 1121-2) 

[PeriyalvSr’s] statement “My servants would 
never do that [sinj ; if they did, they did well” 1T 
implies that offenses may occur [after prapattil- 
The essential meaning for "if they did, they did 
well” is : “If these occurred accidentally, I will 
forgive them. If these occurred deliberately, and 
if they do not seek forgiveness, I will remove 
[those sins] by special punishment. In no case 
will I forsake them.” (RTS 25 : p. 782) 

According to Desika, the Lord’s airitaparatantrya manifests in 
granting the supreme goal, attainment of Himself, to all who have 
taken refuge in Him, no matter what their station or rank may be. 
Like the example of the disciplinarian king above, the analogy he 
uses to illustrate this kind of dependence on His devotees shows 
that it in no way compromises the Lord’s supremacy and majesty : 

Even though He has no equals or superiors, since 
He has the qualities of autonomy, etc., He makes 
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the desire of His devotees his purpose, just as 
[R5ma] did for the creatures of the community of 
kosala. He gives to them without regard to their 
rank in the same way one might feed milk to a 
parrot—who is a mere animal—as well as to a 
son. (RTS 11 : p 378) 

2. THE LIMITS OF DIVINE AUTONOMY: 

INHERENT MERCY AND THE PRETEXT 

Vedanta Desika affirms that the Lord’s innate and uncondi¬ 
tional compassion, which is based on nothing outside Himself, is 
the primary cause of salvation and everything leading up to it. 
(RTS 15 : p. 473) But to him, the primary causality of the Lord’s 
grace does not completely overrule the contribution of the soul’s 
action and initiative. The performance of the up5ya, which 
culminates a long sequence of past karma, must be admitted as a 
secondary contributing cause. The sovereign, autonomous Lord 
inherently requires no aid to bring about His desire ; but in order 
to preserve the meaningfulness of the sastras and the soul’s agency, 
and to protect Himself from the charge of cruelty and partiality, 
the Lord has chosen to manifest His autonomy and mercy in 
preserving the gastric order Thus He grants salvation only when 
propitiated by the pretext of the soul’s performance of the appro¬ 
priate upaya as enjoined in sastra Desika makes a distinction 
between the Lord’s general, innate compassion (karupya), which is 
uncaused, and His specific saving grace (prasoda), which is 
prompted by the soul’s favorable action. When the soul performs 
the enjoined upaya, this placates (pra — sad) the Lord’s anger and, 
calling out His natural compassion, turns the direction of His 
autonomous will away from punishing the soul for his offenses and 
towards saving him. 

Innate compassion is the primary force and the 
particular grace (prasadaviiesa) which comes 
about because of prapatti is the secondary force, 
while His uncontrollable autonomy (niranku- 
iasvOtanlrya) stands at the front to remove all 
obstacles. How does this happen ? On the basis 
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of a small pretext (alpavyaja), His innate com¬ 
passion ignores [the soul’s] endless offenses. This 
special grace connected with that compassion 
turns His uncontrollable autonomy into a weapon 
for removing all the obstacles of His devotees. 

(RTS 29 : p. 116) 

Out of His innate and uncaused compassion, the Lord creates 
the world, provides souls with bodies and the ability to act, reveals 
the sastras as guidelines for action, and teaches the upayas for all 
to reach Him. When placated by action in accord with the sastras, 

the Lord grants favorable conditions as results of that action_ 

knowledge, faith, good birth, an acarya, etc. These facilitate the 
soul’s upliftment and eventually lead him to perform the upaya. 
Finally, the Lord’s saving grace (prasada) is won when He is 
propitiated by bhaktiyoga or prapatti, according to the individual 
soul’s qualification. On that pretext, He abolishes His will to 
punish the soul for his past misdeeds and grants him salvation. 
(RTS 223 : pp. 643-4) For this entire sequence of events, Desika 
emphasizes that the Lord’s “compassion (korunya) or devotion to 
the welfare of others is the primary cause.” (RTS 23 : p. 643) 
The merciful Lord is always looking for an opportunity to shed 
His grace. But at every step of the way He grants grace only in 
proportion to the favorability of the soul’s actions and attitudes 
Thus grace operates in accord with—never in opposition to—the 
soul’s agency and the sastric rules concerning the consequences of 
good and bad action. 

Desika admits that unknown, accidental and unintentional 
good deeds may play a role in the process of salvation. In his 
Dayn Sataka, he suggests that such deeds, as well as good karma in 
the form of scripturally enjoined acts, may contribute to the 
formation of the pretext to save. 

O Compassion of Padma’s consort ! By a full¬ 
blown pretext, based on deeds that the world 
considers proper, deeds done with other results 
in mind, unintentional deeds, or other deeds 
considered dharmas which were done accidentally, 
casting aside all bashfulness, you bestow on us 
our heart’s desire, (v 74, SVD p. 131) 
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In SaraixOgati Dipika he implies that the compassionate Lord 
fabricates such deeds to use as a pretext to hasten the soul’s 
attainment. 

O Mukupda, you are equal and merciful [to all] 
embodied creatures. Upon finding some pretext 
you have fashioned from among their beginning¬ 
less adverse karmas, you impel them to attain 
you. [This] they recognize as your natural 
friendliness, (v. 14, SVD p. 97) 

But the next two verses put things in perspective ; here, accidental 
and deliberate good deeds do not substitute for the upaya, but 
only inspire the Lord to grant conditions that can lead to the 
performance of the upaya. 

O lovely-faced Mukunda, you wake up those 
who are capable of proceeding but who have 
fallen asleep on the Vedic path. By your com¬ 
passion (daya) you struggle to lead those of us 
who are like old men, suckling babes, or children. 

Impelled by you [to perform] one of the alter¬ 
natives, bhakti [yoga] or prapatti [achieved either 
by] one’s own utterance or by resorting to one 
who is established in it, 18 they will be protected 
by You and will cross the ocean of existence at 
the appropriate time (vv 15-16, SVD p. 98) 

Desika refers to accidental good deeds in his allegorical drama, 
Sankalpa Suryodaya, where one of the protagonists portrays the 
Lord as a husband under the thumb of His two quarrelling wives, 
Daya and Lila —that is. His compassion which desires to save souls 
in sathsara, and His autonomous sport which desires to punish 
them for their offenses. 19 In order to keep them both happy, the 
Lord devises some pretext to save—some sign of a good deed which 
may only be apparently or accidentally virtuous “like the figure of 
a letter [of the alphabet] which a worm has made on a leaf.” But 
immediately following he says that this occurs at the time dictated 
by the ripening of the various streams of the soul’s past karma. 

In RahasyatrayasOra, while emphasizing that the gracious Lord 
is the primary cause and agent of salvation, Vedanta Desika makes 
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it clear that accidental and unintentional good deeds are not 
sufficient propitiations for the final goal. They placate the Lord in 
some minor way, prompting him to grant conditions favorable to 
further upliftment and perhaps the employment of one of the 
upayas. Even these accidental deeds occur as a result of both the 
Lord’s grace (the primary cause) and the soul’s previous karma 
which forms a secondary cause. 

Even before the act of surrender done by the soul 
for his own protection, the Lord himself—the 
agent of all (sarvakarta) on the analogy of seed 
and sprout—prompted him to do something 
[which forms] the particular cause [for that 
surrender] such as an accidental good deed 
(yadrcchikasukfta) occurring as a result of the 
ripening of some particular [facet] of the stream 
of karma which has been flowing without 
beginning. Therefore we have no right to say that 
we have saved ourselves. Rather, it is proper to 
affirm that... the Protector of all causes us to 
engage in a means and [then], placated (prasanna) 
by this activity, saves us. ( RTS 23 : p. 650) 

In short, Desika conceives of the soul’s salvation as the result of a 
continuous chain of cause and effect; at every point in the series 
the Lord’s grace both prompts and is prompted by the soul’s karma. 20 

As Desika sees it, the doctrine that the Lord saves the soul on 
the pretext of an upaya enjoined in the sastras allows Him to 
manifest both His autonomy and mercy while avoiding any prasaAga 
that might impair His supremacy or egalitarian mercy. The Lord 
demonstrates His sovereign autonomy in judging and ruling accord¬ 
ing to the sastras and the soul’s karma. He displays His mercy by 
saving the helpless soul on the pretext of mere surrender to Him. 
Since He takes as a pretext something that He himself has enjoined 
in the sastras out of His own will, His autonomy is preserved. 
Since He does not save arbitrarily, He maintains His egalitarianism. 
But because the result granted is so disproportionate to the pretext, 
this demonstrates His innate compassion and generosity. 

Even though He grants results according to 
karma, because of the pretext of prapatti he 
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becomes placated (prasanna) and bestows the 
immeasurable reward to which the soul is entitled 
as an inheritance by virtue of their master-servant 
relationship. He has no need of any aid, for all 
his desires are accomplished. But like a 
benevolent monarch, won over by a small pretext 
because of his unconditional compassion. He 
lovingly regards some small performance [the 
soul] does as if it were a great help to Him. Thus 
He becomes grateful and does the work [of 
salvation. ( RTS 11 : p. 378) 

In fact, Desika’s poetic works often play on the idea that if the 
Lord was not sufficiently placated into giving salvation by the act 
of prapatti, it would be a defect to His virtue of mercy. Verses 50 
and 51 of his tiaranOgati Dipika are good examples : 

But enough of investigating my merit ! I boldly 
bear the designation “prapanna.” Therefore, in 
order to prevent others from speaking ill of you, 
make me a recipient, O Lord, of your mercy. 

Confer privately with your Mercy, O Lord of 
Virtues, and find out just what the cost would be 
in terms of your virtues and vices if you reject 
one such as me, who bears the label of 
“saraijagata,” or if you accept me outright. (SVD 
p. 105) 

Desika denies that the Lord’s autonomy can be exaggerated to 
mean that He saves a particular individual with absolutely no 
regard to the soul’s karma or His own sastric injunctions. This 
would necessarily entail the sarvamuktiprasanga, render the sastras 
meaningless, and threaten both the Lord’s perfection and mercy 
with the charges of cruelty and partiality. 

If [the Lord] released [the soul] without taking 
some deed of his as a pretext (vyaja), it would 
unfortunately result that everyone would be 
released eternally. If one became released when 
Isvara so willed merely by His autonomy, the 
faults of partiality and cruelty would accrue 
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[to Him], and all the sastras that enjoin the 
various means to mok§a would also become 
meaningless (RTS 24 : pp. 705-6) 

The Lord manifests His autonomy in preserving the karmic order, 
not by intervening in defiance of it; in so doing he preserves his 
own egalitarianism. He manifests His innate mercy by becoming 
placated and granting the final goal on the basis of such a mere 
pretext as prapatti or bhakti. 

In RahasyatrayasOra Desika brings up the challenge posed by 
the Srirangam acaryas’ interpretation of Nammalvar’s salvation. 
But Desika makes it clear that Nammalvar’s case is not to be 
considered as any kind of exception to the Lord’s general method 
of salvation. In fact, he uses Nammalvar as an example to illus¬ 
trate how the innately merciful and yet egalitarian Lord comes to 
save a particular individual at a particular time when placated by a 
pretext resulting from a long chain of prior good karma. First, he 
presents the purvapaksa which recapitulates the argument of 
Acarya Hfdaya : 21 

Some people, in confusion, argue as follows : 

“The Lord, after neglecting this soul from 
beginningless time, only today takes loving 
notice of him. This must be solely because of 
His autonomy. Otherwise, when Nammalvar 
questioned Him, saying, ‘Today the Lord has 
turned His attention on me and placed Himself 
in my heart. Why did He allow me to stray of 
yore ?’ (TVM 10.9.8), he would have revealed 
some reply [had he received one). ... So don’t 
we have to conclude that when he saves, [it is 
only because] the Lord himself who has decided 
to be gracious to [one of] His subjects?” (RTS 23: 
p. 634) 

In refuting this argument, Desika is concerned to prevent the 
charges of cruelty and partiality, as well as preserve the Lord’s 
egalitarianism, by showing how the Lord always acts in accord 
with the soul’s karma. Note that he seems to interpret NammSlvSr’s 
utterance of “TirumajiruScolai” as the performance of the upSya, 
not as an unintentional good deed. 
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To enlighten those who reason thus we reply : 

Even though the Lord is indeed autonomous, in 
order that the faults of partiality and cruelty do 
not stain Him, He brings about a pretext on the 
part of the individual soul and, depending on 
that, saves him. Nammalvar himself revealed 
this truth by saying “I said 'Tirumaliruncolai’ 
and the Lord came and entered fully into my 
heart.” (TVM 10.8.1) You may ask “If even this 
pretext comes about from the Lord, why hasn’t 
He brought it about earlier ?” [The answer is :] 

The endless streams of karma belonging to all 
these souls ripen at various times. Unless isvara 
grants results according to karma, the fault of 
partiality will accrue to him. From the absence 
of the particular effect we must infer that prior 
to this the particular cause had not occurred. If 
this argument is not accepted, there is no way for 
anyone to reply if asked why faith and desire for 
moksa, which were not present prior to this, 
have arisen today. This answer—that it is 
because of the manifold complexity of the stream 
of beginningless karma—applies equally [if the 
same question of why is raised] with regard to 
those who accept Isvara and those who do not. 

(RTS 23 : pp. 635-6) 

VedSnta Desika continues to use Nammalvar’s example to 
clarify 1) how even though the Lord’s inherent grace is the 
primary cause of salvation, the pretext of an upaya can be 
considered as an auxiliary cause, and 2) exactly how the Lord’s 
autonomy and mercy are to be understood in light of this doctrine. 
Namm5lv5r’s performance of the upaya, which was conditioned by 
his past karma, actually formed the pretext and secondary cause 
for his salvation, even though Nammalvar often disregards the 
role of his own karma and prapatti in order to bring out the 
primacy of the Lord’s mercy and autonomy. He makes the analogy 
that just as the autonomy of the Lord is the primary cause of a 
soul’s existence in sathsira, and the soul’s bad karma is the 
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auxiliary cause, the Lord’s mercy has primary causality in salvation 
while the soul’s good karma is an auxiliary cause. 2i 

The Lord’s autonomy allows Him to save when 
He so intends by some pretext, without anyone 
being able to prevent Him. It may then be asked, 

“If so, then how do you explain the verse saying 
‘Today the Lord has turned his attention to me 
.. .’ (TVM 10.8 9) and [NammalvSr’s] subsequent 
statements [in which he asks why he got this 
attention today, and receives no answer]?” we 
reply : Because of the primacy of the Lord’s innate 
autonomy and mercy, Nammalvar disregards the 
particular cause which is the pretext, [in the above 
verse] Nammalvar is asking: “For previously 
neglecting me and now being favorably inclined 
to me, I find no other primary cause than Your 
autonomy and mercy. If You who are inherently 
omniscient see something that I don’t see, please 
reveal that to me.” By having the Lord remain 
silent, Nammalvar revealed to the world the 
primacy of [the Lord’s] autonomy and mercy. 
Therefore [we conclude that] the primary cause for 
the Lord making him an object of His sport [by 
toying with him in saihsara] is His autonomy. 

The auxiliary cause is [the soul’s] endless stream 
of transgressions of [the Lord’s] autonomous 
commands. The primary cause for Isvara making 
him an object of His delight [by enjoying him in 
Vaikuptha] is His natural compassion. The parti¬ 
cular acts of propitiation (vaiikarajiaviiesankal) 
that come about by means of grace based on the 
soul’s particular good deeds—these are what bear 
the name of auxilary cause, because they pacify 
the Lord’s will to punish which has [heretofore] 
thwarted His compassion. (RTS 23 : pp. 637-640) 
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NOTES TO CHAPTER SIX 

1. John B. Carman, Theology of Ramanuja, pp. 77-9. 

2. Ramanuja himself, says Carman, does not use the terms 
paratva and saulabhya in the general sense of categories, but 
this usage is found in the stotras of his disciples, the commen¬ 
taries on the Nalayira Divya Prabandham, and in Sudarsana 
Suri’s commentaries on Ramanuja’s works ( Theology of 
Ramanuja, p. 81). Carman thinks these abstract terms 
“capture a real distinction between two groups of more 
concrete attributes in Ramanuja’s concept of God” ; the 
tension between these “two poles in the Divine nature . s . 
provides the inner dynamic and liveliness in Ramanuja’s 
thought.” (pp. 86-7) 

3. Manavalamamuni on S VB 38, cf. Mumu 245. 

4. Besides Carman’s Theology of Ramanuja, see the following : 
P. N. Srinivasachari, The Philosophy of Viiistadvuita, Adyar 
Library Series 39, (Madras : Adyar Library, 1943, 1978) ; 
Bharatan Kumarappa, The Hindu Conception of the Deity as 
Culminating in Ramanuja (London : Lutterworth, 1934, 1964); 
Anima Sen Gupta, A Critical Study of the Philosophy of 
Ramanuja (Varanasi : Chowkhamba, 1967) ; Eric Lott, God 
and the Universe in the Vedantic Theology of Ramanuja : A 
Study in His Use of the Self-Body Analogy (Madras: Ramanuja 
Research Society, 1976). 

5. This passage closely follows PiJlai Lokacarya’s cow and calf 
analogy in TaTr 151. “Virtues like milk” alludes to P'iriya 
Tiruvantati 58, NDP 3744. 

6. Tiruccanta Viruttam 111, NDP 862; P'iriyajvOr Tirumoli 4.9.2, 
NDP 413. Both are quoted by Magavajamamauni in Mumu 
262. 

7. Attributed to the RamOyana, but absent from the critical 
edition : “haro pi narpitalj kaijthe sparsa samrodhabhlruga, 
avayorantare jatafc parvatafc sarito drumalj.” 


8. Ra 6. 103.17 
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9. Queen Lalita received her elevated birth when, in a previous 
incarnation as a temple rat, she accidentally lifted the wick of 
a lamp in her dying moment. Suvrata got a brahmin birth 
when she allowed a Vai?ijava ascetic to take shelter in her 
house. ( SVB 382) 

10. This is a populor explanation for why the idol at Srirangam 
faces south, toward Lanka. 

11. Periya Tiruvantati 26, NDP 3712. 

12. Periya Tiruvantati 56, DPN 3742. 

13. The latter quote, “vetiteyaru] ceyvarkatku,” ( TVM 8.7.8) is 
interpreted even by the earlier commentaries as affirming the 
Lord’s nirhetukakrpa. But the words themselves could 
support the opposite interpretation—“He spontaneously gives 
(literally., “does”) grace to those who do." After citing this 
verse in Srivacana Bhu$aya 393, Pi]]ai Lokacarya brings up 
this alternative interpretation and then dismisses it because it 
conflicts with the import of viirite —spontaneously. Magavala- 
mamuni explains that ceyvarkatku must therefore be taken to 
mean “to those whom he intends to do [i. e., give his grace].” 

14. Kurattalvan (Kuresa), Srivaikup(hastava 55, SM, p. 19. 

15. ParaBara Bhattar, SrirangarOjastava 1 : 98, SM p. 49. 

16. See also SVB 169 where it is claimed that the Lord kept 
Nammalvar in saihsara for the rest of his lifetime not because 
of any unforgiven prarabdha karma but merely because of the 
Lord’s own autonomous desire to enjoy him in his body. 

17. periyalvar Tirumoli 4.9.2, NDP 413, is often quoted by the 
Srirangam Bcaryas to support the do$abhogya idea (e.g., 
Mauavajamamuni in Mumu 262 and TaTr 151). The full line 
reads : “ennatiySr atu ceyyar ! ceytarel nannu ceytar enpar 
polum.” Desika points out that the final words enparpolum, 
(“as if to say”) at the end of “they did well” (nantuceytar) 
are significant. This means it is only as if they did a good 
deed, thus “implying that this is not a good deed in actual 
fact.” ( RTS 25 : p. 783) 
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18. Desika says prapatti can be done by oneself on by the acarya 
on one’s behalf. See Chapter Seven. 

19. Sahkalpa Suryodaya, trans. M. R. Rajagopala Iyengar 
(Madras : Vedanta Desika Research Society, 1977) p. 56. 

20. See also Rahasyatraya Culaka, AR p. 232. 

21. The verses from TiruvOymoli quoted by Desika in the 
purvapak$a section (TVM 10.9.1 and 8) are cited in the cOrnai 
of AcHr 228 which summarizes the argument stated in curnais 
102-113. 

22 Compare with Pillai Lokacarya’s analogy in SVB 372-3 (cited 
above), that just as the Lord is the sole reason for salvation, 
karma is the sole reason for sathsara. 




THE MEDIATORS—SRI AND THE ACARYA 

A. INTRODUCTION 

It is appropriate to discuss the role of the Goddess Sri and the 
acarya at this point, after explaining the problems posed for 
Srlvaisnavism in reconciling the Lord’s mercy and autonomy. For 
it is the tension between the Lord’s autonomous will to punish and 
His merciful desire to save which makes the mediation of Sri and 
the acarya necessary in Srivaisnava soteriology. The different 
interpretations of the extent of the Lord’s autonomy, seen in the 
works of ManavalamSmuni and Vedanta Desika, significantly 
affect how each views the functions of Sri and the acarya in 
salvation. Furthermore, it is fitting to discuss this issue at the 
conclusion of this study, for we find significant differences between 
the views of Sri and the acarya seen in the works of MaijavaJa- 
mSmuni and Vedanta Desika and the doctrines later associated 
with the Tenkalai and Vatakalai sects. This disparity has important 
implications for the historical development of the sectarian dispute 
and raises questions for future research. 

In the Srivaisnava tradition both Sri and the Scarya serve as 
mediators and advocates. As Manavijamamuni puts it, they are 
both “joiners” or “go-betweens” (ghataka ) (PS 1), whose purpose 
is to unite the Lord with His se§as. They intercede with the Lord 
on behalf of the soul, pleading his case and asking the Lord to put 
aside His autonomous will to punish and show mercy to the 
helpless soul. At the same time, they advise the soul of the Lord’s 
mercy, exhorting him to seek refuge with the Lord rather than 
withdraw in fear of punishment. 1 
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The salvific importance of Sri and the acarya is well-rooted in 
the Srivaisnava tradition. In the works of Yamuna, Ramanuja, and 
Ramanuja’s disciples, we find invocations to Sri and the line of 
acaryas suggesting their intercessary functions. 2 In some inter¬ 
pretations of the Tirumantra, the u of the aum is taken to represent 
Sri or the acarya who join the soul (signified by them) to the Lord 
(signified by the a). 3 The Dvaya mantra is traditionally interpreted 
as emphasizing Sri’s importance, for the word driman —“united 
with Sri”—preceeds the Lord’s name in both sentences. In the 
first sentence, drimttn ndrayana caranau daranam prapadye, the fact 
that her name comes first is taken to mean that her intercession 
must be invoked first before seeking refuge in the Lord. The suffix 
mat is taken to signify the eternal union of Sri and the Lord. The 
second sentence, drimatenarayanaya namah, is interpreted to mean 
that service to both Sri and the Lord is the soul’s ultimate 
puru$tlrtha. (Mumu 122, RTS 28 : p. 963) Nearly all Srivaisnava 
scriptural sources (Vedanta, Itihasapurana, Pancaratra, the Alvar’s 
hymns) emphasize that the guidance of a wise acarya is necessary 
for one seeking mok§a, and that he is to be worshipped and 
honored like the Lord himself. The Srirangam acaryas are 
especially fond of citing the example of Maturakavi Alvar who was 
so devoted to his guru, Nammalvar, that he had no need to worship 
the Lord. 

Though the salvific importance of Sri and the acarya are well- 
established in the Srivaisijava tradition, the differences between 
the Tenkalai and Vatakalai views of Sri and the acarya seem to 
have been among the last doctrinal issues to take shape in the 
sectarian dispute. 4 The Tenkalai school sees Sri as a finite jiva, 
an atomic soul without the Lord’s all-prevasive immanence. She 
functions as the mediator (purusakara) in salvation, but this role is 
distinct from the upaya. For the Vatakalai, Sri is fully Godhead, 
a personification of the Lord’s merciful qualities who shares His 
all-pervasiveness, lordliness, and upayatva. The only means of 
salvation in practice today among the Tenkalai is acaryabhimdna — 
the love of the acarya. As they see it, Ramanuja has already done 
prapatti to the Lord of all future generations of his followers. 
Therefore, rather than surrendering to the Lord himself, one merely 
has to take refuge with an acarya of his lineage. For the Vatakalai, 
the way of salvation is through performance of prapatti to the Lord 
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in the manner prescribed by the sastras under the guidance of a 
qualified acarya. Though the acarya can perform prapatti specifi¬ 
cally for a particular disciple, mere relationship with an acarya is 
no substitute for the performance of bharanydsa with its angas. 

Not all aspects of the above dispute are seen in the works of 
Manavajamamuni and Vedanta Desika. While Mapavalamamuni 
clearly denies that Sri participates in the upaya, he does not raise 
the issue of her atomism and pervasion. His works do not 
unambiguously support the later Tenkalai position that she is a 
finite jiva. It seems that the Sri controversy originated in the 
series of commentaries by Periyavaccan PiUai, Nayanar Accan 
Pi|jai, and Vedanta Desika on Yamuna’s Catuiiloki. 5 Nayanar 
Accan PiUai supports the view that Sri is a finite soul without 
Isvara’s lordliness and all-pervasiveness Desika tries to refute 
his arguments and establish that Sri is an inseparable aspect of the 
Lord himself, sharing all His qualities—lordliness, pervasion, and 
upayatva. This is basically the same position he defends in his 
Rahasyatrayasara. Manava{amamuni’s ambivalence on the 
question of Sri’s atomism and pervasion is puzzling, since he seems 
to be familiar with Nayanar Accan PiJlai’s works. More research 
needs to be done on the development of the Sri controversy and 
Nayanar Accan PiUai’s contribution to Tenkalai doctrine. Given 
the limitations of this study, we will focus on the facet of the Sri 
controversy which has the most relevance for the doctrine of 
salvation and which is clearly evident in the works of both 
Mapavalamamuni and Vedanta Desika : Sri’s role as mediator 
(puru$akara) and the question of whether she is to be considered 
a part of the upaya. 

The idea of the acarya’s love (OcOryabhimana) as a separate 
and preferred means of salvation is clearly expounded in Manavaja- 
mamuni’s works. The last section of Srivacana Bhusana is 
dedicated to establishing this doctrine, and Mapavajamamuni’s 
commentaries on JHanasOra, Prameyasara and Ramanuja Nutrantati 
corroborate the doctrines seen there. But the idea that Ramanuja 
is the acarya who has saved all future generations of 3rivai$pavas 
with his prapatti—though figuring prominently in current Tenkalai 
understanding of the acarya’s role in salvation—is conspicuously 
absent in all of Mapavalamamuni’s commentaries. It is only in 

his poetic works addressed to Ramanuja that we find any indication 
that Mapavalamamuni held to this view. 
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Vedanta Desika recognizes that the acarya’s prapatti can save 
all those connected with him, even future generations. However, 
he considers salvation by the acarya’s prapatti to be a special type 
of prapatti, not a different upaya altogether. He does not take a 
stand against the doctrine of acttryobhimona (as do later Vajakalai 
theologians). It is significant that Vedanta Desika seems unfamiliar 
with the idea that Ramanuja’s surrender to the Lord has secuted 
salvation for all those of his lineage. It seems that the main source 
of the Tenkalai doctrine on this point is another work attributed 
to Nayanar AccSn PiJJai—the Caramopttya Nirnaya. It appeals 
to dreams and secret teachings of previous acaryas to support its 
contention that Ramanuja is the savior for all Srivaispavas before 
and after him. Since neither Mapavajamamuni nor Vedanta 
Desika shows any familiarity with this work and its arguments, 
there is reason to doubt its authenticity as a work of Nayanar 
Accan PiUai.® It may well be that this doctrine, though germinally 
present in Mapavajamamuni’s poetic works, became incorporated 
into Tenkalai doctrine and disputed by Vatakalai theologians only 
after Mapavajamamuni’s time. 

The specific doctrinal differences concerning Sri and the 
acarya seen in the works of Mapavalamamuni and Vedanta Desika 
are clearly related to the differences between the devotional aims 
of the Srirangam acaryas and the philosophical/legalistic concerns 
of the Kanchi acaryas. The Srirangam acaryas’ radical interpret¬ 
ation of the Lord’s unpredictable autonomy and the soul’s 
destitution and helplessness in the matter of his own salvation 
lead them to the “strong” view of mediation seen in Mapavaja- 
mamuni’s works. Their position is also influenced by their 
proclivity for using examples from popular literature and analogies 
to support doctrine. Desika’s views of Sri and the acarya follow 
from his more moderate interpretation of the Lord’s autonomy and 
his doctrine that the performance of the sadhyopaya makes a 
positive contribution to the soul’s salvation. His position reflects 
his dominant concern to protect Visi§tadvaita principles and the 
practices authorized by the aastras. 

According to the Srirangam acaryas, nothing on the part of 
the soul—neither his past good karma nor his present performance 
of prapatti—can prompt the Lord’s causeless and spontaneous 
grace. Therefore they assert that it is only on account of mediation 
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that the autonomous Lord changes His intention to punish the soul 
according to his karma and decides to shed His saving grace on 
him. (Mumu 127) The perpetual threat that the unpredictable 
Lord may change his mind again and get angry at the soul’s sins 
means that continual intercession is absolutely necessary. ( Mumu 
121) Thus the Srirangam acaryas’ radical view of the Lord’s 
uncontrollable autonomy and the soul’s destitution give the 
mediator primary responsibility for securing salvation. 

Furthermore, in the light of the Lord’s unpredictable 
autonomy, the system of the Srirangam acaryas necessitates that 
the mediator have a truly intermediate position—neither fully God 
nor merely another soul. To be a trustworthy intercessor the 
mediator must have natural compassion for the soul and an inti¬ 
mate connection with the Lord in order to influence Him. But if 
the mediator is equally supreme and autonomous, with an un¬ 
predictable will like the Lord, then he or she could not be trusted 
to continually intercede on behalf of the soul. The Srirangam 
scaryas aflirm that Sri and the acarya are the perfect mediators, 
for they both have a special connection with the Lord. While they 
share the Lord’s qualities of mercy, they lack Hi# sovereign 
autonomy which would enable them to judge or punish the soul 
according to his karma. 

Sri has a unique relationship with the Lord as His eternal 
companion, wife, and lover. The Srirangam acaryas appeal to the 
example of Sita’s behavior in the RamOyapa to demonstrate that 
she is totally subservient to her husband, without any independent 
authority of her own. Because of her faithfulness, He trusts her 
as His chief advisor. Because of her motherly affection for all 
souls, she has only mercy and pity for them. The Srirangam 
acaryas do not hesitate to portray Sri as nagging, cajoling, or 
seducing her hen-pecked husband into accepting a soul who has 
come for refuge, much as a wife and mother pleads with her 
husband to forgive and not punish their child. 

According to the Srirangam acaryas, the wise and devoted 
acarya is qualified for the mediator role because the Lord himself 
has declared that He loves him as His very self. (BhG 7.18) There¬ 
fore, the acarya is to be considered a partial incarnation of the 
Lord. But the acarya—like Sri—is all mercy, without the Lord’s 
omnipotence and autonomy. Thus taking refuge in the love of a 
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compassionate acarya beloved by the Lord is safer than 
approaching the unpredictable Lord himself. (&VB 407) 

The Srirangam acaryas emphasis on the subservience of Sri, 
and their elevation of the acarya to be nearly the equivalent of the 
Lord, make for a strange doctrinal twist: Sri is denied up&yatva, 
but acaryabhimana is considered a separate, fully vaild upaya. The 
reasoning behind this, Mapavalamamuni explains, is that when the 
Lord is resorted to as the sole upaya, it would be contrary to His 
unique self-sufficiency to consider anything else—either the soul’s 
surrender or the persuasion of the mediator—to be a part of the 
upaya. Like prapatti, mediation has no power to produce the 
result by itself. But the love of an acarya whom the Lord deems 
to be Himself is virtually equivalent to Divine grace. Therefore, 
as the example of Maturakavi Alvar shows, the acarya is the 
manifest Deity for the disciple. He is to be viewed as the upaya 
and served as the upeya. 

Because of the safety and ease of acaryabhimana, as explained 
in tfrivacana Bhusana, it is easy to see how it became the prefered 
upaya for the Tenkalai sect. The relationship between prapatti 
and acaryabhimana among the Srirangam acaryas is parallel to the 
relationship between bhakti and prapatti in the Kanchi school. 
The Kanchi acaryas argue for the validity of bhaktiyoga and use 
it as a model for their understanding of prapatti even though it is 
really only a theoretical option. Because of bhaktiyoga’s difficulty 
and potential for delay, practically no one has the requisite ability 
and patience to qualify for it. In the same way, the prapatti of the 
Srirangam acaryas retains its doctrinal importance and forms the 
model for acaryabhimana even though it is virtually unpracticed 
because of the uncertainty it entails. 

Thus it is primarily the exaggerated threat of the Lord’s 
autonomy which leads the Srirangam acaryas to their views of the 
special roles of Sri and the acarya in salvation. But Vedanta 
Desika, as we have seen, does not claim that the Lord’s autonomy 
extends to the point of unpredictability. In Desika’s doctrine of 
salvation, it is primarily the performance of the sadhyopaya which 
placates the Lord’s anger and allows His mercy to come forth. 
Desika does not admit any danger that the egalitarian and true- 
willed Lord may change His mind and refuse to grant the fruit of 
prapatti once it has been performed. Since there is no question of 
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uncertainty, Desika sees no problem in affirming that Sri is fully 
endowed with lordliness and upayatva Nor does he need to put 
forth acOryabhimana as a separate upaya without the risks of 
prapatti. 

Desika’s view of Sri’s nature and function is aimed at preserving 
the Visistadvaita conception of the unity of the Lord and His 
qualities. He sees the relationship between Sri and the Lord in 
terms of the inseparable unity (aprthaksiddhihhova) between the 
qualities and the qualified. She cannot be divorced from Him any 
more than the redness can be separated from the rose. Therefore, 
she is united with the Lord when He is the upaya no less than when 
He is the upeya or object of service. She is the personification of 
the Lord’s innate compassion—the same compassion which 
flourishes when placated by the performance of the sadhyopSya 
and which subdues the Lord’s will to punish the soul for his karma. 
In emphasizing her unity with the Lord, Desika makes no firm 
distinction between the function of His mercy and her mediation, 
for she is His merciful aspect. 

Desika’s view of the acarya’s role in salvation is in keeping 
with his concern that prapatti be undertaken in the manner 
authorized by sastric injunctions and traditional practice. The 
guidance of a qualified acsrya, he says, is absolutely necessary to 
prevent doctrinal misunderstandings or mistakes in the performance 
of prapatti and service He finds scriptural authorization for the 
idea that an acarya can take the responsibility for performing 
prapatti for his disciples. This special form of prapatti is not 
necessarily incompatible with doing bharanyOsa for oneself. No 
matter how prapatti is done, Desika asserts that the acarya’s 
guidance is needed to insure that all the requirements and aiigas of 
prapatti are fulfilled, that subsequent service is done properly, and 
therefore that no delay in attaining moksa will ensue. 

B. MAtfAVALAMAMUNI : 

1. SRI AS PURUSAKARA AND PRAPYA 

According to the Srirangam acSryas, third-party mediation is 
necessary for salvation because of the threat that the unpredictable, 
autonomous Lord may at any point become angered at the soul’s 
sins and reject him. Mapavfilamamuni explains how Sri is 
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uniquely qualified to act as intercessor because of her position as 
wife and mother. Though dependent on her husband as a se$a, 
she is His beloved and devoted wife who seeks only to glorify Him. 
Because of her faithful subservience, the Lord trusts her as an 
advisor. She is also the mother of all souls, with nothing but 
motherly pity and affection for them. Therefore they can count on 
her to plead their case. (&VB 7, 12) Though the Lord and f>r! are 
both merciful, Sri’s nature is solely mercy, unmixed with the harsh 
autonomy which makes the Lord inclined to punish the soul- 
MatjavaJamamuni says, 

She abounds with affection as a result of her 
motherhood. Her nature is pure tenderness, 
without the mixture of harshness and tenderness 
that He has. She cannot bear to see the hollow 
eyes of others [in pain]. She labors to make 
those who are averse [to the Lord] become 
inclined to Him. Because she has this kind of 
nature, even sinners can come without fear and 
fall at her knees. The Lord is devoted to [the 
souls’] welfare because of His fatherhood. But 
with the harshness that results from His masculi¬ 
nity, He reckons ten sins as ten sins and renders 
strict punishment. Therefore, souls will feel 
reluctant to approach Him. (&VB 6) 

Since the Lord has unconstrained autonomy. He 
is capable of both favor and disfavor. It is He 
who weighs and judges the souls’ karmas. Thus 
His mercy is [usually] suppressed by His 
autonomy and will come to the fore only on 
certain occasions. Since her character is solely 
favor, her mercy is never overcome by anything 
else; indeed, it is boundless.... Those who resort 
to her will never need another mediator. {&VB1) 

According to the Srirangam 5c§ryas, the soul has nothing to 
offer that might persuade the autonomous and self-sufficient Lord 
to change His .will to pnnish sins. Only 3ri’s intercession can 
rouse the Lord’s mercy and suppress His autonomy so that He 
disregards the soul’s past sins and bestows His saving grace. 
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127. If, like fire rising up in cool water, anger at 
[the soul's] sins springs up in the Lord's cool 
mind, it is for her sake that He forgives. 

The Lord’s mind is pacified and cooled by His 
special qualities such as friendliness to all beings 
and equanimity in being easy to approach [for 
protection]. . . . But if, just like an unapproach¬ 
able fire arising from cool water, anger arises in 
His mind because of the excessive sins the soul 
has committed, such that He says, “I will cast 
Him down” and “I won’t forgive him,” He will 
forgive on account of Lak§mi. She makes Him 
become benevolent by calming that anger with 
her words, saying such things as “What is this ? 

Who in the world is faultless ?” 7 The idea is that 
due to sins, the Lord with his inherent 
omniscience, etc., is dangerous. Thus one needs 
to invoke a mediator. ( Mumu 127) 

For this reason, the Srirangam Sclryas conclude that her presence 
and her mediation is necessary for salvation. {Mumu 40) Unless she 
acts as mediator ( puru$akOra , the Lord won’t save the soul. 
{Mumu 119) 

Even though the sesa-sesi bond between the soul and the 
Lord is unconditional and eternal, both need a mediator to erase 
their “faults”—that is, the soul’s fearful aversion to the Lord and 
the Lord’s anger at the soul’s past sins. {&VB 152) Both are due 
to the soul’s past karma. Maijavalamamuni explains that the soul 
continues to be dependent on karma because of his ignorance ; 
the Lord renders punishment depending on that karma because of 
His uncontrollable autonomy. {S>VB 12) But “by her instruction,” 
says PiUai LokscSrya, “the dependency on karma of both of them 
is destroyed.” {SVB 12) 

Magavslamamuni gives examples of the instruction Sri gives 
to both parties. Her advice to the soul is : 

If you look at the weight of your sins, there 
won’t be any place for you to set your foot down 
[safely]. Since the Lord has uncontrollable 
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autonomy. He reckons ten sins as ten, and 
renders judgement [accordingly]. If you want to 
escape this peril, there is no way other than 
bowing your head at His holy feet. There is no 
need to fear that He might not accept you and 
may punish you because of your sinfulness. He 
is well known in the world for His abundant 
virtues which allow Him to forgive all sins and 
take them as delight upon the slightest [indication] 
of inclination toward Him. Therefore, if you want 
to be happy, seek refuge with Him. ($VB 11) 

When advice doesn’t work, she overwhelms the soul with her grace, 
forcibly correcting his evil mind and prompting him to seek refuge 
with the Lord. (&VB 13) As for the Lord, she tells Him how to 
solve the problem of manifesting His mercy while preserving the 
sSstric order : 

Will this soul have any other recourse if you take 
account of his sins and reject him ? If You look 
at the special bond which exists between You 
and him, . . . isn’t it impossible [to break it] even 
if You try to sever all ties ? Wouldn’t it be to 
the advantage of You, the owner (svami), to gain 
this soul who is Your property ? Do I even have 
to remind You of this, after You have appeared 
so often in their midst [as an avatara] ? Perhaps 
it has crossed Your mind that if You don’t 
protect one who has come seeking salvation, it 
will be a loss to Your status as protector of all. 

But if You don’t render punishment according to 
the offenses of one who has been breaking our 
commandments from time immemorial, and just 
forgive and accept him, the sfistric order 
(Sastramaryada) will suffer loss. But if You 
judge according to his offenses rather than 
protecting him, how will Your merciful qualities 
be maintained? These will prosper if You protect 
him. But if You don’t judge [according to His 
karma] the sastric order will not be maintained. 
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If You don’t protect him. Your mercy will not 
thrive. What to do? There is no need to worry 
about this. If You enforce the sastra on those 
averse to You, and apply Your merciful qualities 
to those inclined to You, then both will thrive. 
Therefore, You should protect him. (SVB 11) 

If advice fails to convince Him, she resorts to seduction : 

When the Lord shakes off her teaching and says, 

“You deal with that matter. It’s none of my 
business,” then she makes eyes at Him, removes 
her upper garment, and so seduces Him with her 
indescribable beauty that He cannot help but do 
what she says. In this way she makes Him accept 
[the soul], (SVB 13) 

Even after the Lord has accepted the soul, her continual 
mediation is necessary. The unpredictable Lord may get suddenly 
get angry and decide to hold the soul to his past karma. The soul 
may try to withdraw out of fear of punishment for his sins. 
(SVB 156) But Sr! is afraid of what may happen because of the 
Lord’s autonomy and the soul’s sins. Because of her inherently 
intimate relationship to each of them as wife and mother, she 
cannot bear to leave them. (Mumu 132) PiJlai Lokacarya says that 
3ri is “Like a mother who refuses to leave either her husband’s 
bed or her child’s crib, . .. like Lady Yasodha who would not leave 
either Nanda or Kr$i?a.” (Mumu 42-3) Mapavajamamuni explains 
that a subservient wife’s role is to give pleasure to her husband. A 
mother’s duty is to protect her child. True to her delighting and 
protecting roles, she remains without leaving either. ( Mumu 42) 

The Srirangam acaryas draw on epic incidents, especially from 
the RamOyaria, to illustrate the effectiveness of 3ri’s intercession. 
In fact, PiJlai Lokacarya claims that the main purpose of the 
Ramayapa is to show the superior nature of Sri, incarnate as Sits, 
and the importance of her mediation. ( SVB6) Slta exhorted the 
Rak;asis to seek refuge with Rama. When Hanuman came and 
tried to punish them for their crimes, she persuaded him to desist. 
(SVB 18, Mumu 134) Because of her intercession, Rama spared the 
crow who had pecked her breast. (SVB 11, Mumu 135) But because 
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she was not present, RSvapa was destroyed. (Mumu 135) In the 
MahebhOrata, it was only for the sake of Draupadi, the incarnate 
Goddess herself, that Kfsi>a spared the Panovas who deserved 
to be destroyed, aided their cause as Arj una’s charioteer, and 
proclaimed the Caramasloka. {&VB 21-2) 

While affirming that Sri is inseparably united with the Lord, 
and that her intercession is essential for salvation, the Srirangam 
acSryas deny that she participates in the upaya. Sri’s special 
function as mediator is clearly distinguished from the role of the 
upaya. Pillai Lokacarya says that in the irimannarayapa of the 
Dvaya mantra’s first sentence, Sri is the purusakara and Narayapa 
is the upaya. (Mumu 126) Maijava]amamuni makes it absolutely 
clear that by affirming that she is the mediator, Pillai Lokacarya 
“rejects the argument which says that she is also to be included in 
the upaya due to her status as an attribute of the One who is the 
upaya [the Lord].” (Mumu 126) Manavajamamuni argues that even 
though her mediation is needed at the time of the soul’s acceptance 
this does not make her part of the upaya, nor does it threaten the 
self-sufficiency of the Siddhopaya. “When the Lord grants the 
result, he accomplishes this without the need of either the soul or 
the mediator. Only if he needed aid at the time of doing the work 
[of salvation] would it damage the self-sufficiency of the upaya.” 
(tf VB 268) 8 

But in the second sentence of the Dvaya, Sri and NarSyana 
together appear as the goal (upeya, prapya), for both receive the 
service which is the soul’s destiny. MapavalamStnuni says, “Just 
as the Lord has the properties of being the upaya and upeya, she 
has the properties of being the purusakara and the prapya .” (Mumu 
126) Here again, the wife and mother analogy is used to show the 
propriety of serving both the Lord and Sri. Pillai Lokacarya 
says, “when a man takes a servant, even though the service con¬ 
tract does not specify his wife, doesn’t the slave serve her, too ?’’ 
(Mumu 44) MagavSlamamuni explains that just as Lak^ma^a 
found fulfilment in serving Rama and Sits together, and just as a 
son gains full satisfaction only when he is serving both parents 
together, “in the same way, doing service to the couple together is 
appropriate to the soul’s nature.” (Mumu 168-69) 

It is obvious from the foregoing that the Srirangam aciryas 
depend largely on the wife and mother analogy and the example of 
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Sits to explain Sri’s nature and function in salvation. But they 
also describe Sri’s inseparability in terms of the Visi$tadvaita 
concept of svarupanirupaka, an inseparable attribute qualifying the 
Lord’s very nature. PiUai Lokacarya says that for her, “there is 
no separate existence, like the light and the luminous object, or the 
flower and its fragrance.” ( Mumu 45-6) MapavS}amamuni glosses 
“no separate state” as ppthaksiddhyabhava, using Ramanuja’s term 
for the unity of a thing and its qualities. He points out that in the 
RdmOyana, Sita is said to be united with Rama like the rays with 
the sun. (ibid.) 9 Her dependence on the Lord and no other, he 
says, results not only from her essential subservience and her status 
as His wife, but also from the fact that she is an attribute of the 
Lord’s svarupa (svarupaniriipakatva). For support he cites the 
Sfrisukta, “I am the Iness of Brahman, eternal.” ( S>VB7 ) So 
intimate is she to the Lord’s essential nature, says Mapava)a- 
mamuni, that in the introductory stanza to Ramanuja’s Gita 
Bha$ya, the Lord is first invoked as “the husband of Sri” and then 
invoked in terms of His svarupa of knowledge, bliss, etc. ( Mumu 131) 
At first glance these references would seem to support the 
Vatakalai doctrine that Sri is an aspect of the Godhead rather than 
a finite soul. But this is not necessarily true. According to 
Visi§tadvaita Vedanta, even souls and matter are described as the 
Lord’s attributes which have no existence apart from Him and are 
supported by His svarupa. It is not at all clear whether MapavSja- 
mamuni endorses the view of Nayanar Accan PiUai, and the 
Tenkalai sect as a whole, that Sri is a finite soul. All that can be 
safely said here is that Manava)amamuni does not take a firm 
stand on the issue of Sri’s anutva, jivatva, or pervasion. Nevertheless, 
his works show certain tendencies stemming from his devotional 
aims and his rhetorical style (drawing heavily on literary analogies) 
which would favor the jiva interpretation. His emphasis on Sri’s 
subservience and intermediate position, and his denial of her 
upSyatva are not fully compatible with the doctrine that she is an 
inseparable aspect of the Lord himself. In spite of their insistence 
on Sri’s inseparability, the Srirangam acaryas’ use of the wife and 
mother analogies and the examples of Sita and Draupadi would 
strongly suggest that she is a distinct jiva. These analogies and 
literary examples carry much more weight in the Srirangam acSrya’s 
exposition of Sri’s nature than the doctrine of apfthaksiddhi. 
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Perhaps the most compelling evidence favoring the jiva 
interpretation is the Srirangam acaryas’ use of Sits or Sri as a 
model for the soul’s true nature. Analogies comparing the soul’s 
svarupa with that of the Goddess are much more common in 
Manava Jama muni’s works and in the Naldyira Divya Prabandham 
commentaries than in Vedanta Desika’s works. Certainly, this 
analogy makes more sense if she is considered a soul than if she is 
the Lord himself, ifrivacana Bhuqana draws an elaborate parallel 
between the qualities Sita demonstrates in the Ramdyana and the 
soul’s atmagupas. 

239-40. If the rags are removed, the state of the 
“best of Women ” will be manifest—that is, 
equality with her in six ways. 

The adventitious faults of ignorance, etc., have 
been oppressing the soul since beginningless time, 
such that the svarupa is not manifest as it truly 
is. If these are completely removed, by the 
special grace of the Lord, each soul will 
spontaneously gain the state of the Goddess who 
was the best of all women. . . . [She] 1) was a 
8e§a of none other [than the Lord], 2) had no 
other delight, 3) had no refuge [other than the 
Lord], 4) was supported in union [with Him], 

5) could not bear separation from Him, and 

6) was to be saved by Him alone. Once purified 
by the removal of the faults of ignorance, etc. 
the soul’s svarupa will be equal to hers in these 

ways. (S'Kfl 239-40) 1 

In this way, even though Mapavajamamuni himself does not 
clearly proclaim Sri to be a finite soul, his works shoty how the 
Srirangam acaryas’ appeal to analogies from popular literature 
sets up a tendency toward this doctrine. It is quite possible 
that these same tendencies influenced Nayanar Accan PiUai’s 
thought. As we will see, Vedanta Desika invokes the VedajHie 
concept of apfthaksiddhi much more rigorously, and concludes that 
S>ri must be considered to be an aspect of the Lord’s own nature 
who participates in the upaya as well as the upeya. , : 




239 


The Mediators—Sri and the Acarya 


2. acaryabhimana as the ultimate UPAYA 

Srivacana Bhu^atxa clearly shows it to be the unpredictability 
of the autonomous Lord that motivates the Srirangam acaryas to 
seek a safer means of salvation through the ScSrya. Pi][ai 
LokScarya says that it is only when the Lord is chosen as the 
upaya that the soul must alternately experience “fear and non¬ 
fear” for the rest of his life, as he alternately reflects on his own 
sin and the Lord’s graciousness. (S'KB 406-7) MaijavaJamamuni 
explains that when the unpredictable Lord and Judge of karma is 
chosen as the upaya, there is the possibility that He may at any 
point reject the soul on account of his sins. But since the Scarya 
is all mercy, with no autonomous power or authority to punish the 
soul for his sins, salvation through his love is without the problem 
of fear. 

From the beginning of this work up to this point, 

[Pillai LokacSrya] has revealed that the Lord of 
all and Siddhopaya is the self-sufficient means 
(hirapeksasadhana) for the soul’s attainment of 
the moksa described as the supreme puru$artha. 

He has demonstrated that the uncontrollable 
autonomy (nirankuiasvetantrya) of the [same] 

Lord who is the upaya is capable of either 
keeping [the soul] in sariisara according to his 
karma, or freeing him because of His compassion. 

For this reason, whoever takes rufuge in Him as 
the upaya will continue to alternatively have fear 
and non-fear until attainment—fear from think¬ 
ing about his own karma, and non-fear from 
thinking of [the Lord’s] compassion. Hereafter, 
he declares that the ultimate upaya—the one 
which is in accord with the full extent of the 
soul’s nature and destiny—is the love of a true 
scarya (sadacaryabhimana). . . . Rather than 
being a cause of both bondage and release [like 
the Lord], [acaryabhimana] is only a cause of 
release. Therefore it does not have the prasaAga 
of fear ; those enga ged in it may at all times be 
free of fear. (S' VB 407) 
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ManavajamSmuni explains that to affirm acaryttbhimOna as a 
separate means is not contrary to the Lord’s status as SiddhopSya. 
This upaya, he says "is not outside the SiddhopSya, but is its 
culmination.” Here he cites a Pancaratra passage and a verse of 
Jhanasara to show that the acarya is indeed an avatSra of the Lord 
himself. (5fVB 407) 

The true God NSrayana makes himself a human 
body and, out of His compassion, lifts up the 
sunken world by the hand of the sSstra. There¬ 
fore one afraid of the perils of samsara should be 
devoted to the guru. 10 

The Lord of the Goddess on the honey-filled 
lotus has Himself become the guru. Out of His 
grace, for the sake of men, He has joined their 
condition. Therefore it is fitting for all to 
contemplate His feet. (JS 38) 

Even though the acarya’s love and the Lord’s grace are 
virtually the same, resorting to the all-merciful acarya is without 
the dangers of resorting to the Lord who has both mercy and 
autonomy. PilJai Lokacarya says "Resorting to the Lord is like 
getting the result by grasping His hand. Resorting to the acarya is 
like getting the result by grasping His foot.” (S'PB427) MapavSla- 
mamuni explains that the point of this analogy is twofold. First, it 
shows that the acarya is not different from the Lord, but a 
manifestation of Himself, like a part of His body. Thus there is no 
conflict with the sastras or with PilJai LokacSrya’s own statements 
that the lord is the Siddhopaya. Secondly, it shows that resorting 
to the acarya is a more reliable—indeed, infallible—way of 
achieving the result. 

One who tries to win over a powerful person to 
get a certain result will do it by seizing his hand 
and making his request. There is the possibility 
that out of his benevolence, his heart may be 
softened and he will do the action. But out of his 
autonomy he may totally reject him. One-qannot 
be sure which way it will turn out. Simil$r||iptbe 
request of the soul who has resorted to ties%t)rd 
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may succeed if out of His mercy He becomes 
warm-hearted and does the work [of salvation]. 

But it may fail if out of His autonomy He 
stubbornly refuses to do it. . . . When one seizes 
the foot of a very powerful person and requests 
some action, that person will be overcome with 
compassion and cannot help but do the action. 
Therefore it will be achieved without fail. In the 
same way, the request of the soul who has 
resorted to [the acarya] will definitely bear fruit. 
(S'FB427) 

For the Srirangam acaryas, the relationship between acarytt- 
bhimOna and prapatti is in many ways comparable to the relation¬ 
ship between prapatti and bhaktiyoga. Just as prapatti to the Lord 
can be used as an anga of bhatiyoga or practiced independently, 
acttryabhimana can be taken as an anga of prapatti to the Lord as 
Siddhopaya, or resorted to as an independent upaya. (&VB 461) 
Pillai Lokacarya says : “From fear of one’s own autonomy, 
bhakti is dropped. Prapatti is dropped because of fear of the 
Lord’s autonomy.” (SVB 444-5) “Prapatti is for one who is 
incapable of bhakti. This is for one incapable of prapatti.” 
(S>VB 462) Manavalamamuni explains that bhakti is dropped in 
favor of prapatti primarily because the autonomous efforts it 
demands are contrary to the soul’s dependence, and secondarily 
because it is so difficult compared to prapatti. Prapatti is dropped 
in favor of 5c5ryabhim&na primarily because of fear that out of 
His autonomy, the Lord may again decide to keep the soul in 
saihsara and punish him according to his karma. The difficulty of 
maintaining the great faith essential to prapatti is the secondary 
reason. (S' VB 444-5, 462) 

We have seen how the Srirangam Scaryas claim that when the 
Lord is resorted to as the Siddhopaya, the soul’s surrender to Him 
is not the actual upaya. In the same way, they point out that it is 
erroneous to think that it is the act of surrendering to the ScSrya 
which forms the upaya. Pillai Lokacarya says, “The resorting 
where one resorts to the acarya also contains ahankara. Therefore 
it is like taking a ring from Yama” (SfVB 446) When one accepts 
the acarya thinking that one’s own acceptance is the upaya, 
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MagavalamSmuni says, this is nothiDg but self-destructive egoism. 
Thinking of oneself as the agent and enjoyer of the fruit of 
salvation (svaphalitvakartrtva) is a disgraceful affront to the soul’s 
inherent dependence which dictates that the Lord alone is to be the 
savior and the enjoyer of the result of salvation. (SVB 446) “The 
love of the ScSrya alone is the deliverer,” (&VB 447) says PilJai 
Lokacarya. As with prapatti, it is paragatasvikora which is the 
actual means, not svagatasvikora. The difference is that when the 
autonomous Lord alone is the upaya, paragatasvikora always 
succeeds ; svagatasvikora, on the other hand, will sometimes 
succeed and sometimes fail, depending on whether it is in accord 
with the Lord’s unpredictable will. (&VB 148) But when the 
merciful acarya is the upaya, even svagatasvikora, where the soul 
takes the initiative and resorts to the acarya, is always successful. 
The compassionate acarya can never refuse a plea. (&VB 459) 

Even though svagatasvikora brings disgrace 
because it contains egoism, when it comes to 
producing the result, it will never prove faulty. 

Thus, as with paragatasvikora, the result will 
never be lacking even for svagatasvikora, as 
stated in the Bharadvaja Sarhhita : “One who is 
thought of by the guru, and one who thinks of 
the guru, both will certainly reach the supreme 
attainment.” (S’ VB 459) 

Srivacana Bhu$ana argues that ScSrySbhimSna is not only a 
separate means, but the superior or ultimate means (caramopaya), 
given the ultimate limits of the soul’s nature and destiny. “The 
prOpaka," or upaya, says PiUai Lokacarya, should be appropriate 
to the svarupa and to the prOpya ” or goal. (S'FT? 410) We have 
seen that the Srirangam acaryas affirm sesatva to BhSgavatas to be 
the culmination of the soul’s svarupa of segatva, and that the 
ultimate goal in accord with that svarupa is service to those whom 
the Lord loves. Indeed, the Lord loves service done to delight His 
devotees even more than service to Himself. But service done to 
the acarya is valued even beyond service to Bhagavatas because, as 
MagavSlamamuni says 

All BhSgavatas are even more pleased by service 
to the acarya whom they love than by service to 



The Mediators—Sri and the Acttrya 


243 


themselves. Therefore, the final stage of service 
to the Scarya will occur as the culmination of the 
goal. (3F5 413) 

Pillai Lokacarya says, ‘If the prdpya is ascertained to be like this, 
then the prapaka must be similar to it; otherwise, there would be 
no unity between the prOpya and the prapaka.” (SVB 425-6) 
Manavajamamuni explains that with prapatti, service to the Lord 
is the goal and the Lord’s grace is the means. Here, service to the 
ScSrya is the prapya and the acarya’s love is the prapaka. (SVB 
410, 426, 428) As Tiruvarangattamutanar declared to RamSnuja 
(RN 45), “There is no other attainment except your feet. There 
is no way to attain it except those feet.” (SVB 425) 

The acarya is not to be despised either as upaya or upeya 
because of his accessibility, says Pillai Lokacarya. “One should 
not leave a treasure in the hand to seek hidden treasure.” (SVB 
448) MaijavaJamamuni’s commentary refers to similar passages in 
Jflanasara : 

To leave the guru one has, saying that he is not 
God, and go on longing for the Supreme One— 
this is like a man who just shuts his eyes, pours 
out the water in the vessel in his hand, and looks 
up expectantly at the clouds. 

The one who neglects the guru he has because he 
is not supreme and pursues the Supreme One— 
alas ! He is like a man who turns loose of a 
treasure in his hand and wanders around looking 
for a treasure which someone else has buried in 
the earth. (JS 33-4) 

MapavalamSmuni paraphrases the Sdtvika Tantra as declaring that 
the guru is to be seen as the supreme Brahman, the ultimate goal 
and way, one’s greatest wealth and desire, 

the one to be worshiped, honored, and praised in 
all ways ; the one to be meditated on, revered 
with devotion, even worshipped with joy. One 
should seek him alone for refuge with the idea 
that he is the upaya and upeya. This is approved 
in all the Vedas and sastras. (in JS 31) 
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Jnanasdra declares the acarya to be all holy places of pilgrimage, 
all possessions, all knowledge and virtue for the disciple ( JS 36-7) 
One who thinks of him as a mere man, just like one who thinks of 
the Lord’s arcdvatdra as a metal statue, descends to the lowest hell. 
(75 32, PS 9) 

Maturakavi Alvar and Ramanuja’s disciple Vajuka Nampi are 
cited as prime examples of those holding acaryabhimana as their 
sole upaya, and service to the acarya as their only upeya. Whereas 
the other Alvars sometimes praised serving Bhagavatas and some¬ 
times yearned for the Lord, Maturakavi would laugh at them, for 
he was fully satisfied to serve only his acarya, Nammalvar. (&VB 
408-9) Vatuka Nampi was so devoted to Ramanuja that he felt 
no need to go and worship Ranganatha in the temple. In fact, he 
accused Mutaliyagtan and Kurattalvan of being two-faced for 
alternately seeking out the Lord and Ramanuja. (&VB 411) 

As with the prapanna’s kainkarya to the Lord, service to the 
acarya is not to be considered as repayment for the great benefit 
he has done. “Giving equivalent payment to the acarya,” says 
PilJai Lokacarya, would be possible only “if there were four 
realms and two Isvaras.” (SfVB 432) Ma^avaiamamuni explains 
that the magnitude of the benefit the acarya does for the soul- 
providing the Lord and the heavenly and earthly realms He 
controls—means that there is no scope for repayment. 

Furthermore, as with salvation through the Siddhopaya 
directly, one is not to think that acarya’s protection is a result of 
one’s own merits. Ma^avalamamuni explains that the acarya 
accepts him for no reason, but merely out of his causeless grace. 
(S' VB 447) As a mediator, the acarya is only the Lord’s emissary, 
working to redeem the se§as that the Lord has tried to win over 
through all His efforts in creation, avataras, etc ( SVB 429) Thus 
acceptance by the acarya is really a function of the Lord’s causeless 
grace. 

435. The ttcdrya is attained from the Lord alone. 

The acarya who is the cause for attaining the 
Lord ... is attained only from the uncaused 
mercy of the Lord. Being an unconditional 
friend, He himself fashions the footholds for His 
special grace (vi3e$akatek$a). Then, by granting 
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His special grace, He causes lack of hatred to 
arise in the soul, sparks his interest [in spiritual 
matters}, inspires him to converse with good 
people, and thereby causes him to gain a good 
acarya. (, SVB 435) 

We have seen that the Srirangam acaryas affirm that the Lord 
cultivates the virtues appropriate to the soul through his relation¬ 
ship with the acarya and other Bhagavatas. The acfirya’s love 
“first makes the svarupa sprout, then makes it flower, and then 
brings it to fruition,” by making the disciple realize that he is a 
aega to none but the Lord and His disciples, and that his sole 
refuge and delight is in them. (S'KB 463) It is the acarya who 
intercedes with the Lord to bring forth the atmagupas of know¬ 
ledge, devotion, and distaste for wordly pleasures (jhana, bhakti, 
vairagya). (SVB 243) But once all these qualities have developed, 
if one severs connection with the acarya, all are lost. (SVB 437) 

If the tali is there, one may prepare and wear 
ornaments; if the tali is gone, all jewels will only 
bring disgrace. The very sun that causes the 
lotus to blossom will wither it if it is separated 
from water. Similarly, the mercy of the Lord 
who causes the svarupa to blossom forth makes 
it wither away if relationship to the acarya is lost. 

(£ VB 438-9) 

According to South Indian custom, jewels are proper ornaments for 
a married woman (who wears a tali signifying her marital status) 
but a disgrace for a widow. In the same way, Magavalamamuni 
explains, the jfiana, bhakti, and vairagya that adorn one who has 
an acarya are a disgrace for one who has severed relations with 
his guru. The Lord himself, through the acarya’s nourishment, 
causes the svarupa to bloom. “But if the soul destroys by his 
own folly that relationship with the acarya which is his support,” 
the Lord will contract all his knowledge and dry up his svarupa. 
0 SVB 439, JS 35) 

In his discussion of OcaryabhimOna in Srivacana Bhu$ana, 
JfianasOra, and PrameyasOra, Manavajamamuni makes no mention 
of the idea that Ramanuja’s surrender to the Lord has saved all 
future generations of £>rivai$gavas in his lineage. Even his 
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ROmOnuja Nurrantati commentary is silent on this topic, while 
showing that the relationship between Ramanuja and his disciple 
exemplifies the ideals of acOryabhimOna seen in tirivacana Bhufapa. 
In his two poetic works addressed to Ramanuja, however 
Ma^avajamamuni shows that he considers Ramanuja to be the 
savior for himself and all generations of his tradition. 

The final verse of his Yatiraja Vimiati, twenty Sanskrit 
slokas addressed to the idol of Ramanuja in Alvar Tirunagari, 
declare that Ramanuja (Yatiraja, Yatfndra), by virtue of the 
prapatti he performed and the forgiveness he requested in the 
SarapOgati Gadya, has the power to intercede with the Lord and 
save all those connected with Him. Invoking his own guru, 
Maijavalamamuni requests this forgiveness for his own sins and 
asks for the privilege of serving Ramanuja as his goal 

O Yatiraja, you have influence over the Lord of 
Srirangam, who has manifested here His divine 
nature and qualities. Therefore you are capable 
of removing the sins of your people. 

For one who has committed untold sins by [word, 
mind, and deed] and in times [past, present and 
future] there is no refuge but the Lord’s forgive¬ 
ness. That [same forgiveness] you requested of 
the Lotus Lady, is the protection for those 
connected with you. 11 

O glorious Yatindra, day and night promote my 
service to your divine lotus feet, my lord—[the 
service] bestowed on me at the feet of f>rlsaila 
Natha [TiruvSymoli PilJai] Turn me away from 
all contrary desires ! 

Accept this plea of mine, O Yatiraja, O ocean of 
compassion, considering how I am ignorant and 
devoid of even a trace of virtues, and thus have 
no refuge other [than you]. (YV 17-20) 

These themes are expanded in this final work, the Arti 
Prabandham, where Manavajamamuni pleads with Ramanuja, his 
savior, to have mercy and quickly release him from this world so 
that he may serve him in Vaikuijtba : 
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When will I relinquish this bodily prison and 
pass on into eternal, supreme bliss? Alas, have 
mercy, Etiraja [Yatiraja] ! You must realize that 
from now on, saving me is your responsibility. 

(AP 4) 

He claims that it was through the grace of his own guru, Tirumalai 
AlvSn (Tiruvaymoli PilJai), that he realized his relationship with 
Ramanuja and was transformed into his subject and servant. (AP 
12, 46, 57, 58) Ramanuja, he says, is the one who can remove his 
sins (AP 26) and graciously grant him access to the supreme heaven. 
(AP 20-1, 27, 31) Therefore, 

Riding on the boat of Ramanuja's love 
[abhimana] which removes all sins, by the glorious 
grace of the unerringly wise Tiruvaymoli PilJai, 

I will cross the sea of saihsara and reach the edge 
of Madhava’s faultless realm. (AP 22) 

As in Yatiraja Vimiati, the final verse alludes to Ramanuja’s 
surrender in the SfaranOgati Gadya. (SM pp. 11-12) The boon 
which the Lord granted to Ramanuja—to spend the rest of bis days 
in Srirangam and then serve Him in heaven—is declared to apply 
to Ramanuja’s descendants, too. 

Consider the boon that Lord Raftganatha 
pronounced to our father Ramanuja, saying 
“stay here contentedly in Srirangam . . . [for the 
rest of this life, then you will attain service in 
Vaikuijtha] ” O heart ! Isn’t this boon ours ? 

Don’t the possessions of the father belong to the 
sons as an inheritance ? (AP 60) 

Magavajamamuni’s failure to explain Ramanuja’s position as 
savior in his doctrinal works may be due only to his desire to 
follow the text at hand closely. But since Vedanta Desika does 
not show any familiarity with this idea, it may mean that it had 
not yet received full acceptance in the 14th century, even among 
the Srirangam acaryas. Further research may show that this idea 
began to take root in the tradition of the Srirangam acaryas 
after the time of Piljai Lokacarya and Vedanta Desika, becoming 
part of Tenkalai doctrine only after Mapav8lam§muni. 
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C. VEDANTA DESlKA : 

1. SRI AS UP AY A AND UPEYA 

While recognizing Sri’s mediating function in salvation, 
Vedanta Desika claims that since Sri is an inseparable aspect of 
the Lord himself, she cannot be divorced either from the upaya or 
upeya. He claims mediation (Purusakara) is one of the five special 
qualities of the upaya indicated by the phrase irimOnnarayaiia — 
the Lord united with Sri—in the first sentence of the Dvaya 
mantra. (RTS 28 : p. 959) Because of Sri’s mediation, the Lord 
cannot refuse to accept the soul’s surrender on the basis of his past 
karma. 

Even though He is omniscient and all-powerful, 
by the special [function of] mediation which he 
cannot refuse, just as in the case of palace 
attendants [favored by the queen], he will forgive 
all the sins which obstruct gaining access to Him, 
and will remain accessible as if ignorant of those 
[sins]. (RTS 11 : pp. 3 7-6) 

But his next sentence shows that it is really prapatti’s pacification 
which changes the Lord’s mind from disfavor to favor. 

Even though He grants results according to 
karma, because of the pretext of prapatti He 
becomes pacified and will grant the immeasurable 
reward to which [the soul] is entitled as an 
inheritance derived from the master—servant 
relationship. (RTS 11 : p. 377) 

In Rahasya Ratnavali he implies that Sri’s mediation only supple¬ 
ments the pacifying influence of the soul’s performance of the 
sadhyopaya. 

The Goddess is the mistress of all (svomini), the 
lawful wife and sesa of the Lord of all, who 
excells in motherly affection (vatsalya) and wifely 
love (vallabhya), and who is a refuge for the soul 
by virtue of her mediation. She is needed as an 
intercessor (purusakara) because of the Lord’s 
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punishment. The reason for that punishment is 
transgression of His commands since beginning- 
less time. Among the ways to appease the Lord 
who has been punishing sins in this way, the 
foremost is surrender of the responsibility for 
self-protection, for which all who are helpless 
are qualified. 12 

Here Desika uses her position as wife and mother to explain 
her special mediating role. But elsewhere he seldom distinguishes 
Jjrl’s nature and function from that of the Lord’s inherent com¬ 
passion. Desika’s Daya Satakam (SVD pp. 118-40) is a stotra 
praising the Lord’s daya or compassion personified as the Goddess, 
Daya (feminine) is praised as the “empress among the Lord’s 
qualities” (v. 101) and “the essence of Lord Srinivasa’s nature just 
as coolness is the essential quality of the sea.” (v. 23) It is she 
who inspires all the Lord’s activities—creation (v. 17), avatfira 
(vv. 35, 84-87), even punishment, (v. 64) And it is this same 
compassion which overwhelms the Lord, appeases His anger at a 
repentent soul, convinces Him to stay His punishment, and 
consumes sins. (vv. 23, 24, 27, 34) Here the Goddess appears to be 
a personification of the Lord’s compassionate aspect, and not a 
separate entity with a distinct function. 

In RahasyatrayasAra Desika clarifies that J>ri is indeed an 
inseparable attribute of the Lord himself, subservient to the 
substance qualified, yet practically identical to it. He compares 
their apjthaksiddhi relationship to the grammatical apposition or 
logical concomitance (samanyadhikarana) between a thing and its 
essential characteristics (e.g., Brahman and ananda, jiva and jfiOna). 
{RTS 28 : pp. 963-5) He appeals to scripture and to Bhattar’s 
Sriguna Ratnakoia to show that in the relationship of substance 
and attribute, the glory of the subservient attribute can only 
contribute to the glory of the substance itself: 

Of yourself, O Sri, you are Vi§i>u’s property. 

Even though His glory derives from you, His 
greatness is not dependent on anything else. By 
its own brilliance a gem is valued. Therefore, no 
great fault, dishonor, defect to His autonomy, or 
any other lack of virtue comes to Him. 18 
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In this way the Lord and Sri, who are declared (in the RamOyaya) 
to be united together as the sun and its rays, comprise the one 
Se ? i. (RTS 23 : pp. 670-1) 

Because of their unity, he argues that Sri cannot be excluded 
from the upaya on the pretext of preserving the singularity of the 
Lord as Siddhopaya. 

Since they have the special connection of 
essential nature and form (svarupa, rupa) which 
cannot be separated, it is proper that virtuous 
people seek to explain the word nOrayapa, which 
includes [the Lord’s] attributes, in such a way 
that there is no defect to the close connection [of 
those qualities] to the qualified [Lord]. (RTS 23 : 
pp. 676-7) 

He points out that the attempt to preserve the Lord’s uniqueness 
by separating Him from His qualities results in a regressus ad 
infinitum. 

There is no fault if His qualities participate in 
the upapa. As indicated in the word narayapa 
and in the word Sarapam, the upSya is the one 
Lord qualified by [all] His special attributes such 
as His supernatural body. In the same way, it is 
no defect to the singular unity of the upSya if He 
is qualified by eternal conjunction with His 
wife—as indicated in the word irimat. ... If it is 
argued that we must give up all the attributes of 
the upSya to make the upSya singular, then He 
will also have to go without upSyatva ! (RTS 23 : 
pp. 567-8) 

Desika maintains that since the word iriman is the same in 
both the first and second sentence of the Dvaya mantra, it is 
unreasonable to interpret in differently it each place. (RTS 23 •' 
p. 652) If including Sri in the upaya would conflict with having no 
upsya other than the Lord (ananyopayatva), then including her in 
the upeya would also conflict with having no goal or purpose other 
than the Lord (ananyaprayojanatva). (RTS 23 : pp. 653-4) Nor 
can the Srirangam acSryas argue that &ri is excluded from the 
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upaya in the first half of the Dvaya only in order to distinguish the 
function of the mediator (puru$akera) from that of the upaya. He 
cites from Pancaratra, the Ramayana, Visnu Pur ana, the Alvars, 
and the stotras of previous acaryas which attribute to J>ri the 
ability to save souls and grant release from samsara. When other 
qualities of the Lord are included in his function as upaya, it is 
erroneous to exclude J>ri or her mediation. 

In this way, taking the facts which iruti, smfti 
and tradition establish, the devout can determine 
that the special function of the [Lord’s] essential 
attribute referred to in the word iriman is 
comparable to those of the Lord’s divine form, 
etc. When they include these qualities which 
cannot accept the responsibility [of saving the 
soul] and which have no will to protect] as attri¬ 
butes of the Lord as savior, why can’t they accept 
the authoritative unity of the Lordly couple as 
attribute and subtance, who enjoy the same 
delight ? ( RTS 23 : pp. 661-3) 

Thus he concludes that scripture and reason show overwhelmingly 
that 3ri must be accepted as an aspect of the Lord’s nature who 
participates in the upaya. As for those who claim otherwise : 

Even after authoritative truths have been demon¬ 
strated from impartial viewpoints, if they still 
don’t turn loose of what they have seized, their 
position becomes that of "a fool who, though 
unlearned in dharma, holds firmly to what he 
has heard before rather than asking wise people 
about his doubts, like a blind man stuck in a 
ditch.” 14 (RTS 23 : p. 675) 

2. DESIKA ON THE ACARYA 

To Vedanta Desika, knowledge of the sastras is fundamental 
to undertaking any upaya. And in order to understand correctly 
both the obvious and secret meanings of the sastras, the guidance 
of an acarya whose lineage is renowned for its erudition is 
absolutely essential. 16 The Scarya’s duty is to ascertain the 
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qualifications of the mumukfu and instruct him accordingly. In 
this way he promotes the spiritual progress of his disciple as well 
as the continuity of the tradition. He is to teach him the nature 
of the soul and the Lord, the meaning of the mantras, the way to 
perform prapatti by invoking the guruparampara and uttering the 
Dvaya, and the proper way do perform service afterward. (RTS 30 : 
pp. 1170-2) For this benefit the disciple is to be eternally grateful 
and obedient. 

The acarya has done him great service by 
illuminating all these truths, like showing and 
giving a great internal treasure to a poor man. 
Therefore the disciple should be thankful and 
must never do anything to offend him ( RTS 31 : 
p. 1077) 

According to Desika, upon learning the necessary truths and 
practices from an acarya, prapatti may be performed either by the 
disciple himself under the guidance of the acSrya, or by the acarya 
on the disciple’s behalf. 18 In Rahaysatrayasdra Desika specifies 
these two types of prapannas as 1) uktini$(ha, those established in 
prapatti by their own utterance, and 2) dcdryaniftha, those whose 
salvation has been included in the prapatti of their acSrya. 

The ukti method, he says, is for those who delight only in the 
Lord; even though they may be unclear about the angas of 
prapatti, they have come to have faith that the Lord will save them 
if asked. Therefore, 

with the words taught by the acSrya which form 
the germ of complete prapatti ... he addresses 
the Savior and says, “I request that you take up 
my salvation as your responsibility.” ( RTS 8 : 
pp. 283-6) 

If children ignorant of grammar and syntax happen to utter words 
requesting alms in the house of generous people their request will 
be granted. Sons of chieftains who are instructed by their nurses 
on how to seek refuge with the emperor will be protected. In the 
same way, he says, the simple utterance requesting protection from 
the merciful and generous Lord will never be in vain. (RTS 8 : pp. 
286-7) He quotes from the stotras of Ramanuja’s disciples which 



The Mediators—Sri and the AcOrya 


253 


express their faith that the Lord will protect them upon verbally 
seeking refuge with Him, even if they are lacking in full knowledge 
or virtues. ,T 

He claims the Sdndilya Smj-ti authorizes the inclusion of the 
disciple “in the acarya’s surrender of responsibility for himself and 
his belongings.” (RTS 8 : pp. 293-4) To illustrate this method, he 
quotes a saying attributed to one of Ramanuja’s disciples and a 
verse of his own Nydsa Tilaka : 

Mutaliyaijtan once said : “Just as the insects on 
the body of a lion [go with him] as he leaps from 
one hill to another, when Ramanuja crossed over 
samsara, by virtue of the intimate connection we 
have with him, we too will cross over.” (RTS 8 : 
p. 295) 

A blind man can travel along by leaning on a 
sighted person ; a lame man in the hull of a boat 
is led by the boatman. The children of servants 
who do not even know the king still enjoy the 
delights [of the palace]. In the same way my 
compassionate acarya can make me attain You. 

(Nydsa Tilaka 21, in RTS 8 : p. 296) 

He cites a passage attributed to Sdndilya Smfti (a Pancaratra text) 
which declares the efficacy of this method : 

Among those worshipping Acyuta [the Lord] 
there may be some doubt whether one will reach 
attainment. But there is no doubt in the case of 
those who delight solely in serving His devotees. 

(RTS 8 : p. 194) 

He argues that if salvation through devotion to Bhagavatas is 
secure, then “by the principle of ‘how much more,’ there is no 
doubt regarding those who have resorted to an acarya.” (RTS 8 : 
pp. 294-5) This recalls Srivacana Bhu$ana’s argument that the 
acarya, the most beloved of Bhagavatas, is the supreme prdpya and 
that taking him as an upaya is without the dangers of seeking 
refuge in the Lord. 

It is important to note that Desika does not see these two 
types of prapatti as separate and mutually exclusive means. 
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He points out how Bhatfar has referred to both in the verse (2 : 
102) of his S> rirangarOjastava (SM p. 58) : 

“I have been made your burden by those who 
follow dharma. I have even uttered the words of 
[seeking] refuge, as witnessed this day. Make me 
your responsibility, O Lord, you who bear the 
burden of Srirangam.” By the word '‘even” (api), 
meaning “in addition to that,” [the author) 
points out that just one [of the two] would be 
sufficient. (RTS 8 : pp. 292-3) 

A similar sloka from his own ffarapOgati Dipika (v. 49) shows that 
Desika does not consider it a fault to perform prapatti by ukti 
even if one has already been covered by the acarya’s prapatti. 

So let my prapatti uttered faultlessly here today 
and witnessed by my acarya, as you have 
requested, be fully accomplished. But O 
Mukunda, since I have already been entrusted to 
you by my previous acaryas, this upaya is 
redundant ! (SVD p 104) 

The point is he says, that prapatti has to be actually done by 
someone at some time : “It is clear that unless prapatti is per¬ 
formed in some manner or another, by someone or another, the 
Lord will not graciously grant the supreme goal.” (RTS 8 : p. 297) 
For this reason, he says, merely living in the Lord’s territory or in 
the company of Bhagavatas, though often declared to be a way to 
reach the Lord, is not sufficient for salvation except insofar as it 
leads to the performance of one of the upayas. (RTS 8 : p. 298) 
Desika seems to agree that there is scriptural support for the 
idea that all those connected with a prapanna, even those in past 
and future generations, may thereby attain salvation. 

One established in this upaya [prapatti] has the 
power to uplift all those related to him, as stated 
[in the Varaha Purapa], “The father and grand¬ 
father dance for joy and clap their hands, saying, 

‘A Vai§gava has been born in our family ! He 
will transport us!,’ and in [TVM 2.7.1] ‘‘The 
relatives of the devotees of Kj§t>a, for seven 
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generations before and after, have gained this 
great fortune.” ( RTS 25 : p. 737) 

Yet Desika does not seem to recognize Ramanuja’s prapatti as 
having any particular significance. Mutaliyantan’s statement 
seems to be quoted only to support the doctrine that the acirya 
can perform prapatti to include disciples, without going so far 
as to say that Ramanuja has saved all future generations of 
his disciples. Desika’s stotra in praise of Ramanuja, Yatirdja 
Saptati (SVD pp. 169-83), contrasts sharply with Ma^avaja- 
mamuni’s poems which express devotion to Ramanuja as his own 
savior and Lord. Desika lauds Ramanuja for defeating the 
Advaitins and heretics, establishing the truths of Visistadvaita, and 
founding the Srlvai^uava tradition. But it is only in this sense that 
Ramanuja is portrayed as a savior. The fact that Desika’s works 
neither support nor refute the idea that Ramanuja’s prapatti has 
saved his entire lineage may mean that this doctrine had not yet 
fully taken root even in the Srirangam school at Desika’s time. 


NOTES TO CHAPTER SEVEN 

1. PeriyavSccan PilJai’s Manikkamalai (pp. 61-2, see biblio¬ 
graphy) explains that both Sri and the acarya are necessary. 
Invoking the Goddess removes the “fault of the Savior,” that 
is, his autonomy which finds fault with the soul. Invoking 
the line of acaryas (guruparampara) removes the faults of the 
refuge-seeking soul. No matter who takes the initiative, the 
soul or the Lord, both have to go through Sri and the acarya 
for salvation to come about. 

2. Yamuna’s Catuiiloki and Ramanuja’s SaranOgati Gadya both 
address Sri, invoking her mercy and intercession ( SM p. 4, 
13). KurattalvSn’s Sristava (SM p. 42), his son Parasara 
Bhattar’s Sriguna Ratnakoia (SM pp. 58-62) and the Srisukta 
Bha?ya of Bhattar’s disciple Nanjiyar further elaborated Sri’s 
status as the Lord’s merciful and inseparable consort and the 
puru$akara. Yamuna’s Stotra Ratna 1-6 (SM p. 4) invokes 
Nathamuni, Nammalvar, and Parasara as acaryas and 
intercessors. Ramanuja acknowledges Yamuna in the 
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introduction to his Gita Bhasya. Some of the stotras of 
Ramanuja’s immediate and second generation disciples refer 
to him as their savior and the refuge of the world, requesting 
his mercy and intercession. (See KurattalvSn’s Srivaikupfha- 
stava 90, SM p. 21, Tiruvarangattamutaoar’s Ramanuja 
NurtOntati, the Yatiraja Vaibhava attributed to Andhra 
Puroa.) Periyavaccan PilJai’s MOnikkamalai deals largely 
with the importance of the acarya. 

3. PiJlai Lokacarya and Vedanta Desika both recognize that the 
u in the Pratjava may refer to Sri, though they prefer to 
include £>ri in the letter a and interpret the u as indicating the 
soul’s exclusive aesatva to the Lord. (Mumu 60, RTS 27 : 
p. 837) In Prameyasara, the u is taken to mean the acarya, 
which MaijavaJamamuni justifies by pointing out the similarity 
in the function of Sri and the acarya. (PS 1) 

4. These differences are brought out in discussions of the 
eighteen points of difference between the Tenkalai and 
Vatakalai, as summed up in the verse : 

bhedafi svamikrpahalanyagati§u Srivyaptyupayatvayos 
tadvatsalyadayaniruktivacasor nyEse ca tatkartari 
dharmatyagavirodhayob svavihite nyasSngahetutvayob 
prayascittavidhau tadiyahajane nuvyaptikaivalyayoh 
The oldest such exposition seems to be the Astadaiabheda 
Nirpaya of 8ri Vatsya Ranganatha in the 19th century, 
critically edited, translated (into French), and discussed by 
Suzanne Siauve (Pondicherry : Institut Francais d’ Indologie, 
1978) See also 1) A. Govindhacharya’s article, “The 
Astadasabhedas, or the Eighteen points of Doctrinal Differen¬ 
ces between the Tengalais (Southerners) and the Vadagalais 
(Northerners) of the Visi§tadvaita Vaispava School, South 
India,” (JRAS 1909, pp. 1103-12), 2) the introduction to 
M. B. Narasimha Iyengar’s translation of Mumuksuppati 
(Madras : Educational Publishing Co., 1962), and 3) M.A. 
Doraiswamy Iyengar’s Thenkalai Vadakalai Divisions in 
S' rivaishpavism, (Mysore: Sri Yadugiri Yatiraja Mutt Kalyana 
Madapa committee, 1967). 

5. In the introduction to Nayanar Accan PiUai’s Catuiiloki 
Bha$ya (ed. K. Srinivasa Iyengar, Trichy : S. Krishnaswami 
Iyengar, 1977) S. Krishnaswami Iyengar shows that many of 
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Nayanar Accan Pillai’s statements appear as purvapaksas in 
Vedanta Desika’s CatuSiloki commentary. He concludes 
that Desika’s commentary is the latest of the three CatuiSloki 
BhOsyas. Periya Tirumuti Ataivu cites AnutvapurusakOratva- 
samartham as a work by Nayanar Accan PiUai. From the 
title, it seems to have sought to prove that 3ri is a finite soul 
and mediator—without the Lord’s pervasion or upayatva. 
The work may now be lost. 

6. NayanSr Accan Pillai’s CaramopOya Nirpaya, edited and 
published by S. Krishnaswami Iyengar in the same volume as 
ArOyirappati GuruparamparO Prabhavam, (Tirchy, n.d.). There 
are good reasons to doubt the authenticity of this work, even 
though Periya Tirumuti Ataivu includes it in its list of works 
by NayanSr Accan PiJJai and the author identifies himself as 
PeriyavSccan Pillai’s son and disciple in the work. Though 
Mapavalamamuni quotes from other works of Nayanar Accan 
Pillai in his Tattvatraya and Mumuksuppati commentaries, he 
shows no familiarity with this work or its ideas in his 
exposition of acaryabhimttna. Manava]amamuni’s works show 
a concern to justify the validity of OcOryObhimana as a separate 
upaya. Therefore it is odd that the CaramopOya Nirnaya, 
presumably written a century earlier, assumes that QcOryO- 
bhimOna is well accepted as an upaya. It only seeks to prove 
the centrality of Ramanuja, an idea only barely visible in 
Manavajamamuni’s poetic works. Though Vedanta Desika 
recognizes that an acarya’s prapatti can apply to even future 
generations of disciples, he does not give any special signi¬ 
ficance to Ramanuja’s prapatti. Since he refutes many of 
Accao PiJlai’s specific arguments concerning the doctrine of 
Sri it seems certain that had he been familiar with the 
CaramopOya Nirnaya , he would have taken on its claims that 
Ramanuja has made prapatti to the Lord obsolete ! The 
simple Manipravala style of CaramopOya Nirnaya contrasts 
sharply to the difficult, older style seen in Manavalamamuni’s 
citations from Accan Pillai’s works, and in the Catu&tloki 
BhOsya. In view of all this, it seems that the CaramopOya 
Nirpaya is a later work which was composed in the name of 
Periyavicean Pillai’s chief disciple to enhance its authority. 


33 
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It thereby seeks to validate a doctrine that took full shape in 
the Tenkalai sampradaya only after MagavajamSmuni. 

7. Quotation from Bhattar’s Srigunaratnakoia 52, SM p. 61. 

8. This argument against Sri’s upayatva seems weak. To deny 
prapatti’s upayatva, the Srirangam acaryas feel compelled to 
show that the Lord has no need of the soul’s acceptance in 
order to save him. Otherwise, they argue, the Lord’s self- 
sufficiency as the Siddhopaya would be endangered. Here 
they admit that Sri’s mediation is necessary, but still deny 
that she is part of the upaya or that the necessity of mediation 
endangers the Lord’s self-sufficiency. By the same logic, they 
should accept Desika’s view that even though the sadhyopBya 
is necessary for acceptance, this does not compromise the 
Lord’s self-sufficiency, for He is the sole upaya for granting 
the final result. 

9. “I am with Raghava and no other, as the rays of the son.” 
(“Ananya r8ghavenaham bhaskarega prabha yatha,” 
attributed to Ra 5.21.15) “Sita is with me and no other like 
rays of the sun.” (“Ananya hi mayB sita bhaskareoa prabha 
yatha,” Ra 6.106.17) Both are cited by Maoavalamamuni in 
Mumu 46 and by Vedanta Desika in RTS 13 : pp. 670-1. 

10. Attributed to Jayakhya Samhita, quoted by Maoavalamamuni 
in JS 32 and SVB 407. 

11. This request for the Lord’s forgiveness of sins committed by 
the three agents in the three times is clearly taken from 
Ramanuja’s words in SarapOgati Gadya. (SM p. 10) 

12. Rahasya RatnOvali 4-7, AR p. 85. 

13. Srigupa Ratnakoia 31, SM p. 60, quoted in RTS 23 : p. 670. 

14. Mbh 2.125.23. 

15. Sampradaya PariSuddhi, AR pp. 10-11. 

16. Rahasya RatnOvali Hpdayam, AR pp. 124-5. 

17. Because of Desika’s implication that the uktinisfha is ignorant 
of the angas, the later tradition has recognized another type, 
svanisfha, to cover the learned disciple who is capable of 
performing prapatti fully with minimal guidance from the 
acarya in the actual act. Desika’s omission of this category 
of qualificants is puzzling. 



CONCLUSION 


MAJOR THEMES IN THE THEOLOGICAL DIFFERENCES 
BETWEEN MANAVXLAMAMUNI AND VEDANTA DESlKA 

In Chapter One I proposed that the different specializations of 
the Srivaispava acaryas in Kanchi and Srirangam, beginning in the 
13th century, provided the historical basis for the doctrinal 
differences that developed between Majjavalamamuni and Vedanta 
Desika. The Srirangam acaryas involved themselves in giving oral 
discourses and writing commentaries on the Nalayira Divya 
Prabandham to inspire the piety and devotion of the Srivai§nava 
community as a whole. Meanwhile, the Kanchi acaryas specialized 
in the interpretation of Visi§fadvaita Vedanta and sastra in order 
to defend Srivaisgava doctrine and practice in philosophical 
debates with rival schools. The different purposes and audiences 
of these two enterprises made for distinct tendencies in doctrinal 
emphasis, use of sources, and method of exposition. Mapavala- 
mamuni, trained primarily in the interpretation of the Alvars, 
hymns and rahasyas, inherited the Srirangam acaryas’ devotional 
emphasis and “preacherly” style of exposition. Vedanta Desika, 
trained in Visistadvaita polemics, inherited the philosophical/ 
legalistic aims and systematic methods of the Kanchi acaryas. 

In the introduction to each chapter, I have pointed out some 
of the ways in which the unique concerns and methods of the 
Srirangam and Kanchi acaryas have influenced the thought and 
exposition of Ma^avajamamuni and Vedanta Desika on each topic 
in the soteriological dispute. Here I would like to look back on 
these chapters and summarize the recurring themes which emerge 
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from this analysis. These themes cover four main areas—doctrine, 
practice, substantiation and exposition. In each area, the differen¬ 
ces between Maoava}amamuni and Vedanta Desika are clearly 
related to their respective identification with the particular values 
and methods of the Srirangam and Kanchi traditions 

Doctrine : Devotionalism versus Vedanta and S 'astra 

The relative priority Manavajamamuni and Vedanta Desika 
give to devotionalism versus the authority of orthodox scripture 
affects nearly every area of the doctrinal dispute. Ma^avaja- 
mamuni and the Srirangam acaryas above all seek to inspire and 
defend the soul’s absolute subservience, submission, and surrender 
to the Lord, fn maintaining this position it is often the basic 
principles of Vedanta and the value and relevance of the sastras 
for the mumuksu that get compromised. Desika, on the other hand, 
demonstrates clearly that his primary concern is to defend the 
doctrines of Visistadvaita Vedanta and the overall meaningfulness 
and value of the sastras. Devotion to the Lord must be interpreted 
within these limits. 

This difference is clearly apparent in their views on the nature 
of the soul. Manavalamamuni and the Srirangam acaryas affirm 
that dependence and subservience to the Lord is more intimate to 
the soul’s nature than the jnatrtva, kartrtva and bhoktjtva of 
Vedanta. They see all forms of self-effort and self-purpose as 
contrary to this essential nature. Desika, on the other hand, gives 
primacy to the soul’s status as a junta, karta, and bhokta which the 
Brahma Sutras defend in order to keep sastric injunctions meaning¬ 
ful. He emphasizes that interpretation of the soul’s subservience 
and dependence must be limited by the measure of autonomy the 
Lord has given each soul to enable him to carry out purposeful 
activity as enjoined in the sastras. 

The priority of devotionalism over the sastras leads the 
Srirangam acaryas to declare that bhaktiyoga and all the sastric 
sadhanas involving self-effort and self-purpose are ultimately 
contrary to the soul’s essential dependence and must be relin¬ 
quished in favor of absolute surrender to the Lord as one’s proper 
Savior. They draw a sharp line between bhaktiyoga which depends 
on deliberate effort and prapatti which is passive surrender. Desika 
affirms the validity of bhaktiyoga and the other sadhanas as 
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enjoined in sastras and defended by R&minuja. He argues that 
prapatti itself, like the sastric sSdhanas, is a purposeful act 
performed by the soul as agent, involving effort and entailing 
auxiliaries. 

In their views of the Lord’s role in salvation, this same 
difference surfaces. In emphasizing the soul’s absolute submission 
to the autonomous Lord, the Srirangam Scaryas compromise the 
Vedantic conception of the Lord’s impartiality and the validity 
of sastric injunctions of upasanas. They give the Lord all agency 
and responsibility in bringing about salvation, asserting that the 
soul has or does nothing which prompts, aids or cooperates in 
salvation. Thus the soul is totally at the mercy of the Lord who is 
the soul agent, instrument, and beneficiary of salvation. They 
defend the Lord’s right to choose to save any soul He chooses for 
no reason outside His own uncontrollable, autonomous will which 
is not bound by the soul’s karma or desires, or even by the Lord’s 
own commands in sastra. In this way, just as they overrule the 
soul’s kartftva and bhoktftva in emphasizing his dependence, they 
compromise the Lord’s impartiality and egalitarianism in 
emphasizing His autonomy. 

Desika, on the other hand, affirms that Divine autonomy and 
the soul’s dependence are not to be interpreted in such a way as to 
pose a threat to the Lord’s egalitarianism and impartiality. These 
traits are essential to the Lord’s perfection and the meaningfulness 
of sastra. Thus he is compelled to show that the soul’s past karma 
and his performance of upayas like bhaktiyoga and prapatti are 
necessary and instrumental factors in bringing about the soul’s 
salvation, even though the Lord’s agency and instrumentality are 
primary. The impartial Lord respects the autonomy He has given 
to souls, and waits for the performance of the sadhyopaya as a 
pretext to save Him. Desika makes it clear that in affirming this 
doctrine he is protecting the meaningfulness and relevance of 
sastras that enjoin that upayas and defending the Lord’s 
egalitarianism as affirmed in Vedanta. 

Practice ; Literary Examples versus Sastric Injunctions 

On points of dispute dealing with practice, we find that the 
Srirangam acaryas appeal primarily to examples from popular 
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literature (the Alvars’ hymns, epics and purlpas) while Vedanta 
Desika invokes specific injunctions in dharmasastra as the highest 
authority. This difference, of course, is a corollary of the difference 
in the relative importance they give to devotionalism as opposed to 
the sastras. The Srirangam acaryas’ model for prapatti is the 
informal and spontaneous devotion and self-surrender exemplified 
by the Alvars and incidents from Itihasapura^a. Desika, however, 
considers the specific injunctions of prapatti in Paficaratra to have 
priority over these sources. There prapatti is clearly described as 
an upaya which is to be performed with aftgas. 

This difference is even more obvious in their views concerning 
the prapanna’s life of service. The Srirangam acaryas affirm that 
temple services performed out of love, such as the mangalaiasana 
practiced by the Alvars, have priority over the nityanaimittika 
karmas performed because of sastric injunction. Desika explicitly 
affirms that the nityanaimittika karmas authorized in the sastras are 
obligatory forms of service for the prapanna, but that temple 
services are optional and secondary. In accord with specific 
injunctions of prayaicitta in sastras, Desika claims that in order to 
to avoid punishment the prapanna has to atone for offenses in 
varnairamadharma and omissions of nityanaimitttika karmas by 
another prapatti. Noting the Lord’s extreme fondness for his 
devotees as seen in many incidents in Itihasapurana, the Srirangam 
acaryas do not think this is necessary to avoid punishment. The 
Alvars’ hymns and many epic and puragic incidents show that 
serving and honoring Bhagavatas is most pleasing to the Lord. The 
Srirangam acaryas consider this form of service to be above 
considerations of proper caste behavior as prescribed in the sastras. 
For Desika, however, the Alvars practices and epic incidents are 
not to be taken as normative when they directly conflict with 
sastric injunctions of varnasramadharma. Therefore, service to 
Bhagavatas is to be done within the limits imposed by the rules of 
varga, jati, etc. 

MajjavaJamamuni’s view of the acarya’s role in salvation is 
heavily influenced by the example of Maturakavi Alvar’s singular 
devotion to Nammalvar as the means and end for his salvation. 
Desika’s view of the acarya derives largely from sastric passages 
giving the duties and obligations of the guru-$i$ya relationship. 
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Substantiation : Analogy versus Logic 

The Srirangam ScSryas’ roots in informal, oral interpretation 
of popular devotional literature shows up in the way they use 
analogies from everyday life and from epic and purSpic incidents 
to substantiate their views as to explain them. Deaika’s training 
in logic and polemics is obvious from the way he systematically 
invokes the three pramSpas—evidence, reasoning, and authoritative 
scripture—to support his own claims and refute opposing views. 
He uses the purvapakstt-siddhonta style of argumentation much 
more than the Srirangam acaryas. To support his own position 
he raises objections and counter-objections and answers them with 
scripture and reasoning. He refutes rival views by finding 
prasangas and contradictions. In several places he criticizes the 
Srirangam acaryas for using wordly analogies to support views 
contrary to reason and scripture. 

To support their doctrine that aSstric sadhanas involving 
effort are ultimately contrary to the soul’s nature and destiny, the 
Srirangam acaryas appeal primarily to several vivid analogies. In 
Acdrya Hjdaya, sastra followers are compared to those who seek 
to cross a river by swimming and holding on to a raft, while 
followers of the Tirumantra are said to cross over by sitting 
effortlessly in a boat. Piljai Lokacarya cites Pillan’s statement 
that bhaktiyoga is contaminated with egoism like a gold pot of 
holy water contaminated with a drop of liquor. When Ravapa 
clung to his bow and Dasaratha clung to his vow, this kept them 
from achieving their purposes. In the same way, Lokacarya says, 
clinging to false sastric upayas interferes with attaining the Lord as 
the true means and end of salvation. Like mixing medicine with 
milk or tying a log to a neck to a naughty cow, bhaktiyoga and 
the sastric sadhanas are only useful in gradually curing those who 
are too wilful and addicted to self-effort to surrender to the Lord. 
Throughout Mapavalamamuni’s works, such analogies are used to 
carry the force of the argument, with relatively little appeal to 
scripture and without raising and countering possible rebuttals. 

Desika argues that there is no scriptural authority to support 
the idea that bhaktiyoga and sastric sadhanas are contrary to the 
soul’s nature, obstacles to salvation, or valid only as a provisional 
means for the ignorant. He argues that to maintain such a position 
in spite of explicit scriptural statements supporting the validity of 
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these sadhanas is to seriously threaten the validity of sastra as the 
ultimate authority in spiritual matters. He points out numerous 
logical flaws in their position. The soul’s nature is eternal, he 
says, so engaging in these sadhanas can’t destroy it. If they are 
contrary to the svarupa because they depend on one’s particular 
body, then even eating and drinking would be contrary to the 
svarupa. If bhaktiyoga and sastric sadhanas are only for the 
ignorant, then authorities like Vyasa who practiced them were 
either ignorant or impostors. 

In Magavaiamamuni’s works, incidents from everyday life, the 
epics, and lives of the Alvars are used as analogies to support their 
views of the Lord’s role in salvation. Just as Guha, Hanuman, and 
Nammalvar were chosen by the Lord without their desire and in 
spite of their sins, they claim that the Lord may choose to save any 
soul simply out of His will, regardless of any kind of performance, 
prior merits or acceptance on the soul’s part.. Just as Bharata’s 
prapatti proved ineffective because it was against the Lord’s will, 
they claim that when one surrenders to the Lord of his own 
initiative, this may not be effective. These examples show that it 
is the Lord’s acceptance of the soul which is the instrument for 
salvation, not the soul’s acceptance of the Lord. The analogy of 
the royal elephant choosing the heir to the throne and the king 
choosing a queen are also used to defend the Lord’s right to 
bestow His causeless grace on whomever He chooses. The 
agricultural analogy shows that even the pretext of accidental good 
deeds which the Lord may use as a pretext for His choice are His 
own doing. With the analogy of the child falling in the street and, 
blaming his mother and the analogy of the man falling in a well 
and blaming a bystander, they illustrate the folly and futility of 
accusing the Lord of cruelty and partiality in exercising His. 
autonomy in this way. In numerous places in Rahasyatrayasdra, 
Desika brings up and refutes all these positions by pointing out 
the prasatigas of sarvamukti and vaisamyanairghfnya. If the 
merciful Lord can save whoever He wants without any cause, then 
everyone should already be saved. Since this is not true, the Lord 
can be charged with cruelty to those He keeps in sathsara and 
partiality to those He saves. The only way to avoid this prasaiiga 
is to affirm that the Lord waits for a pretext in the form of the 
soul’s initiative in performing the sadhyopiya. 
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The Srirangam acaryas appeal primarily to the cow/calf and 
lover/beloved analogies to support their view that the Lord’s 
loving forgiveness extends to the point of enjoying the sins of His 
devotees. Desika offers several rebuttals against the dosabhogya 
doctrine. He cites authoritative scriptural injunctions of 
prdyaicitta in the specific case of sin committed by His devotees. 
To say that the Lord delights in sins as if they were good deeds 
opens the door to antinomianism. If the Lord does not reward 
merits and punish sins according to the sastras which He has 
commanded, this threatens His quality of being true-willed. 

The Srirangam acaryas’ understanding of Sri as mediator and 
object of service is based largely on the analogy of wife and mother 
and the example of Sita in the Rdmdyana. Desika’s view of Sri 
as both upaya and upeya is logically deduced from the doctrine 
that she is an inseparable attribute qualifying the Lord’s svarupa. 
He claims it violates the Visistadvaita principle of the inseparabi¬ 
lity of the quality and the qualified to deny that she participates in 
the Upaya. For then, by the same logic, all the Lord’s attributes 
would have to be divorced from the upaya to maintain the unity 
and self-sufficiency of the SiddhopSya. 

Exposition: Variety and Hyperbole versus Consistency and Precision 

Mapavalamamuni’s works display a delight in exaggeration 
and hyperbole when bringing out a devotional message, as well as 
a tolerance for variety (and even inconsistency) in doctrinal inter¬ 
pretation. These tendencies are in keeping with the Srirangam 
acaryas’ roots in informal, oral discourse which sought primarily 
to inspire the devotion of a sympathetic audience. In keeping with 
his training in polemics, Desika’s works demonstrate that doctrinal 
consistency and circumspect interpretation of potentially misleading 
statements are his major aims. Indeed, his Rahasyatrayasdra seems 
to have been written mainly in order to limit excessive or 
exaggerated statements concerning Jjrlvaispava doctrine made by 
other acaryas, and to reconcile all apparent contradictions in 
doctrine and practice among authorities within the tradition. 

Maaav&lamamuni makes only a weak attempt to integrate 
Accdrya Hydaya’s doctrine of the two levels of svarupajHdna 
(iesatva and pdratantryaj with that seen in PiHai Lokacarya’s 


34 



The $rivaifpava Theological Dispute... 


266 


works (jnatptva and ieiatva). Following the text at hand, he 
gives various explanations as to which qualities of the soul’s nature 
result in relinquishing self-effort and self-purpose. Some of the 
analogies used to explain the difference between bhaktiyoga and 
prapatti suggest that bhaktiyoga is always an obstruction to 
salvation (e.g., the examples of Ravaga and Dasaratha) ; others 
suggest it can be an effective—though slower—means to salvation 
by virtue of the prapatti it contains (e g., the milk and medicine 
analogy). Ma^ava Jama muni’s commentaries show little concern 
to integrate and put in proper perspective all the various definitions 
of prapatti which PiUai LokacSrya and his brother suggest : 
cessation of effort, knowledge of the svarupa, faith, acceptance of 
the Lord’s protection, choosing or requesting that the Lord be the 
Up8ya, or some cambination of these descriptions. 

Desika is concerned to delineate the limits of the soul’s 
autonomy and dependence so that neither se$atva nor kartjtva are 
invalidated. He brings up many exaggerated statements made in 
scripture or by other acaryas and tries to interpret these in accord 
with the Visi$tadvaita view of the soul’s nature. He specifies the 
precise relationship between bhakti and prapatti, what each upaya 
entails, and who is qualified for them. Desika is compelled to 
affirm that bhakti and prapatti are equally valid upayas which the 
sSstras enjoined on two mutually exclusive groups of individuals 
having distinct qualifications. He sees this as the only doctrine 
which can 1) reconcile authoritative scriptures enjoining each as 
sadhanas to mok$a, and 2) justify the practices of the /-jjs and 
acaryas. In order to integrate all the various definitions of 
prapatti found in other sources with the complete authoritative 
description of prapatti with its afigas in Psficaratra, he explains 
that prapatti has been described in terms of only one of its aftgas 
in certain contexts to emphasize the importance of that one aspect. 
He also points out and reconciles an apparent contradiction 
between two Paficaratra sources over the number of angas. 

In emphasizing that the Lord is the sole Up§ya and His 
acceptance is what saves, the Srirangam acaryas are ambivalent as 
to whether prapatti deliberately performed for one’s own salvation 
is ever effective. On the one hand they claim that svagatasvikara 
is not an upaya, is shameful, destroys thesvaropa, and is ineffective 
unless preceded by the Lord’s intention to save. But they admit 
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that it may be effective when in accord with the Lord’s will, when 
the Lord decides to take pity on the soul out of His mercy, or 
when there is an effective mediator. They give a confusing variety 
of explanations for why a certain soul is saved at a certain time. 
Different passages suggest that salvation is occasioned by 1) the 
soul’s realization of his svarupayathatmya, 2) his cessation of 
efforts at self-protection, 3) requesting protection, 4) his very 
lowliness and lack of good karma, 5) some accidental good deeds 
the Lord uses as a pretext, or 6) the mediation of Sr! or the 
acarya. Some passages seem to allow that deliberate good deeds 
may even be taken by the Lord as a pretext; other passages flatly 
deny that the soul’s merits have any bearing on the Lord’s 
acceptance at all. 

Vedanta Desika, on the other hand, is concerned to show 
exactly when and under what circumstances prapatti is effective. 
Prapatti performed once according to the method the Lord has 
specified in sastra is always an effective propitiation which results 
in salvation at the end of this life. He demonstrates how this 
doctrine is consistent with the Lord’s true-willed mercy and the 
validity of the sastras. He takes pains to explain how the perfor- 
mance of the sadhyopaya occurs as the culmination of a long chain 
of karma—including deliberate, unkown and accidental good deeds- 

Though they make it clear that love is more important in 
guiding the prapanna’s service than sastra, the Srirangam acaryas 
have mixed feelings on the role of sastra in the life of the 
prapanna. Acarya Hrdaya suggests that the prapanna should drop 
sastric varqasramadharmas completely in favor of service to the 
temple idol. But PiUai LokScarya says that the prapanna would 
be even afraid to do a good deed or engage in a permitted pleasure 
which would be contrary to his status—much less would he 
deliberately displease the Lord by violating His commands in the 
sastras. Mapavajamamuni’s weak attempts to reconcile these two 
positions result in contradicting himself on the question of whether 
performing varqSsramadharmas out of lokasatigraha is a from of 
service or sin. 

Desika’s Rahasyatrayasttra, on the other hand, devotes much 
attention to specifying the relative priority of various forms of 
service, and reconciling apparent contradictions in sastric sources. 
He concludes that varn&sramadharmas are obligatory and must be 
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performed to avoid punishment ; temple services are optional and 
may be performed as desired for their own sake and to enhance the 
joy of the Lord. He also spells out the precise conditions under 
which repeated prapatti and kamya karmas may be done by a 
prapanna. 

In praising the virtues of Bhagavatas and the benefits of 
serving them, MatjavaJamamuni’s works cite many hyperbolic 
statements gleaned from ItihasapurSga and Paficaratra or made by 
other acSryas. The words of Bhagavatas are said to be like the 
Veda ; their behavior is a model for dharmasSstra. The touch, 
tirtha, and leftovers of low-caste Bhagavatas are the best purifiers. 
A low birth conducive to serving other Bhagavatas is better than a 
high birth. All Bhagavatas are to be known as brahmins and all 
non-Bhagavatas are sudras. Desika discusses at length how such 
exaggerated statements are to be interpreted in accord with sastric 
injunctions of varuasramadharma and accepted practice. To 
reconcile these statements with the sastras he distinguishes between 
the “mental brahminhood” coming from one’s status as a 
Bhagavata which demands honor and respect, and one’s bodily 
varija and jati which are the basis for social behavior as dictated 
by the sastras. He also specifies the ritual and ceremonial con' 
texts under which the sastras authorize using the touch, tirtha, and 
prasada of Bhagavatas for purificatian. 

The most obvious example of the Srirangam acaryas’ penchant 
for hyperbole and tolerance of inconsistency is their exposition of 
the Lord’s slavish affection for His devotees and His unpredictable 
autonomy. Rather than reconciling this duality in the Lord’s 
nature, they exaggerate both aspects, delighting in this mysterious 
paradox in the Divine nature. The Lord has so much affection for 
His devotees that He delights in their sins and makes Himself 
subservient to them when He communes with them. They portray 
Him as searching desperately for some opportunity to save those 
who are averse to Him. On the other hand, because of the Lord’s 
unpredictable autonomy, they declare that the Lord may reject a 
sinful soul who comes seeking refuge. They even imply that He 
may suddenly change His mind and decide to punish one He has 
already accepted. 

Desika tolerates no unpredictability or inconsistency in the 
Divine nature ; he seeks to expound a doctrine that harmonizes 
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the Lord’s autonomy and mercy. He draws on scripture to 
determine the specific conditions under which the Lord will save 
souls and forgive their offenses. He clarifies how the Lord mani¬ 
fests both His mercy as the savior and His autonomy as the judge 
of karma without compromising the soul’s autonomy or His own 
egalitarianism. 

While affirming Sri to be an inseparable attribute of the Lord’s 
svarupa, Mapavajamamuni’s works do not take a definite stand on 
whether Sri is to be considered a finite soul or a part of the 
Godhead. The Srirangam acaryas show some inconsistency in 
affirming her inseparability from the Lord. They accept that she 
is part of the goal of salvation, but deny that she participates in 
the up8ya. They claim that she never leaves the Lord, but in 
arguing for the necessity of her mediation they note that it was 
because of her absence that Ravapa was destroyed. Desika 
addresses this problem and decides firmly on the basis of the 
Vedantic conception of the unity of substance and attribute that 
3rl is part of the Godhead and cannot reasonably be declared to 
participate in the upeya without also participating in the upaya. 

Manavalamaniuni and Vedanta Desika : 

The Men and Their Followers 

Through this comparison of the doctrines and methods of 
Manavajamamuni and Vedanta Desika, we can glimpse something 
of the unique character of each man. In his zeal to inspire the 
devotional piety of the Alvars and carry on the tradition of the 
Srirangam acaryas, Mapavalamamuni expounded their teachings 
with eloquence and diligence. Addressing himself to the hearts and 
religious sensibilities of the Srivaispava community at large, he 
used the techniques that the Srirangam acaryas had found effective 
in promoting this devotion. Thus he appealed to popular legends 
and everyday analogies to illustrate his themes, inviting a wide 
range of doctrinal interpretations and delighting in forceful 
hyperbole to get his message across to his audience. Vedanta 
Desika, with his sensitivity to the attacks of rival schools, sought 
primarily to articulate Srivaispava doctrine as a coherent system 
whose authority could be defended in debate by appealing to 
accepted Sanskrit texts and correct reasoning. By ferreting out and 
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correcting the doctrinal inconsistencies within the tradition, he 
tried to steer straight the course of Ramanuja’s sampradaya. 

In their own ways, both men were above all seeking to 
promote the integrity of the fsrivaispava faith and the closeness of 
the community of those following the tradition of Ramanuja’s 
Ubhaya Vedanta. Unfortunately, history shows that the extreme 
loyalty and dedication that each man inspired in his followers 
worked against that aim. In their faithfulness to each man and his 
doctrines, these two groups of followers lost sight of the primary 
value that both Maijavajamamuni and Vedanta Desika gave to the 
unity and harmony of the Srlvaisoava community. The bitter 
struggle between the Tenkalai and Vatakalai sects that broke out 
in the 18th century would have certainly dismayed both the men in 
whose names it was carried out. 



APPENDIX I 

HISTORICAL CHART — THE SRlVAIStfAVA ACARYAS 
FROM RAMANUJA TO MAtfAVA^AMAMUNI 

The dates given in the chart (see page 272) 
and throughout this work are all approximate. 

Most follow the chronology in S. Krishnaswami 
Iyengar’s Acdryarkal Vaibhdvam (Trichy, publish* 
ed by author, n.d.). Horizontal lines indicate 
an ficarya’s lifetime. When dotted at either end, 
his birth and/or death dates are unknown. 

Dotted vertical and diagonal lines indicate an 
acarya-disciple relationship. If these lines are 
solid, it is also a blood relationship (son, 
nephew, cousin, etc.). 


Major $rlvaiaaava Aclryaa from RlnSnaja to MTaaavi|aaiIaiaa( 
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Graphics for the chart are by Stephen Vandrr Stouw. 



APPENDIX II 

THE THREE SRlVAISNAVA MANTRAS OR RAHASYAS 

1) The Tirumantra : aum namo ndrOyanaya 

Om, Homage to Narayapa 

a — The Lord, protector of all ; understood as 

including Sri. 

u — The relationship of exclusivity ; or Sri. 

m The soul, as taught in Vedanta to be a jfiata 

karta, bhokta, and &e$a of the Lord. 

namo “Na mah,” not me/mine. Against the soul’s 

svatantrya, ahankara, mamakQra. 

narayapa The Lord as protector, upaya and upeya , implying 
his qualities of paratva and saulabhya. 

aya Mumu: implies the prayer for service to no other. 

RTS: self-surrender. 

The Srirangam acaryas add that the three words respectively mean 
iesatva, pAratantrya, and kainkarya, or ananyaie^atva, ananya- 
dafapatva, ananyabhogatva. 

2) The Dvaya mantra : sriman narayapa carapau sarapam 

prapadye srimate nSriyanaya namalj 

I take refuge at the feet of Narayapa joined with Sri ; 

Homage to Narayapa, Lord of Sri. 
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irimOn United with Sri. 

Mumu : Sri as mediator (purmakOra). 

RTS : Sri as part of the upaya. 

narayana The Lord, especially His qualities of vatsalya, 
svttmitva, sauiilya , saulabhya, jfiana, iakti. 

carapau Two feet; a reference to the Lord’s divine 
auspicious form, as shown in the arcOvatara. 

saranam As a refuge, the upaya. 

prapadye I surrender to, I resort to, I have faith in. 

The first sentence as a whole constitutes the prayer for the Lord to 
be the upaya for salvation. 

irimate To the Lord as husband and Lord of Sri. 
nOrayanOya To the Lord as the upeya. 

namah I request the destruction of all obstacles to 

selfless service 

The second sentence as a whole constitutes the prayer for eternal 
service to the Lord and Sri, the upeya or goal of salvation. 

3) The Caramasloka : 

sarva dharman parityajya, mam ekam saranam vraja 
aham tva sarvapapebhyo moksayisyami, ma sucah 

Having relinquished all dharmas, resort to Me alone as a 
refuge/upaya. 

I will release you from all sins. Do not despair. 

sarvadharmOn All upayas for mok§a—karmayoga, bhaktiyoga, 
etc., along with their accessories and qualifying 
rites. 

parityajya Mumu : Relinquish (a command, vidhi). 

RTS : Having already relinquished (a state¬ 
ment of what has already occurred, 
anuvada). 

mam The Lord as protector, upaya, emphasizing His 

qualities which make him easy to resort to : 
vatsalya, svamitva, sauiilya, saulabhya. 



Appendix II 

275 

ekam 

Alone. 

Mumu : Excludes prapatti from the upaya, 
states the Lord’s sole upSyatva. 

RTS : Excludes the angas of bhaktiyoga 

from participating in prapatti; 
emphasizes the Lord’s primary 
upayatva. 

larapam 

As a refuge, upaya. 

vraja 

Mumu : Resolve firmly (that the Lord is the 
sole upaya). 

RTS : Do self-surrender with its angas. 

The first sentence states what is to be done by the soul. 

aham 

The Lord. 

Mumu : Especially his attributes for destroy¬ 
ing sins and saving the soul— 
omniscience, omnipotence, etc. 

RTS: The autonomous and omnipotent 

Lord who has been placated by the 
performance of the sadhyopaya. 

tva 

The soul. 

sarvapOpebhyo 

From all sins obstructing attainment of Me. 

mok$ayi$yami 

I will set you free [from], I will not punish 
you for. 

ma sucah 

Do not despair, grieve, fear. 

The second sentence states what the Lord is to do. 



APPENDIX III 


GLOSSARY 

A 

abhictlra — incantations, magical spells and chants promoting 
one’s own gain at another’s expense. 

acarya — the guru, religious teacher. 

acaryabhimana — (Srirangam acaryas :) the love an ftcSrya has for 
his disciple, a separate upaya for mok$a. 

acit, acetana — insentient ; insentient matter—one of the three 
tattvas or realities. 

adhikori — the qualificant; one embarking on or engaged in any 
sadhana or upaya. 

ahafikora — egoism, the delusion of being one’s own person. 

akasmika(maka) — spontaneous(ly), without cause; syn. nlrhetuka. 

Qkasmikakrpa, — kafakja — the Lord’s spontaneous, causeless 
grace or mercy. See nirhetukakfpa, — katak$a. 

dkiilcanya — helplessness, inability to perform any other upaya for 
moksa, one of the prerequisites for prapatti. 

ananyabhogatva — having no other delight (than the Lord). 

ananyagatitva — having no other way, not engaged in any other 
upaya for mok$a, one of the prerequisites for prapatti. 

ananyaprayojana — (having) no other aim or purpose (than the 
Lord and/or serving Him). 
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ananyarha — properly belonging to none other (than the Lord). 

ananyaiarana, ananyopdya — having no other refuge or upiya. 

anga — an auxiliary, subsidiary part of a main sadhana. 

angi — the main sadhana as accompanied by subsidiaries (OAgas). 

anuvada — a statement of what has already occurred. 

anuvadapak$a — the view that the verb parityajya in the Carama- 
sloka is a statement of what has already occured, not a 
command. See vidhipak$a. 

anukulyasankalpa — desire to please the Lord, one of prapatti’s 
angas. 

anvayavyatireka — positive and negative logical concomitance, in 
the form “if x, then y ; if not x, then not y.” 

apfthaksiddhibhava — (Visijtadvaita VedSnta :) the relationship of 
inseparable unity between a quality or attribute and the 
substance it qualifies. 

arcavatara — the Lord’s avatara in the form of the idol in a temple 
or household. 

artaprapanna — the prapanna who is in anguish and cannot bear to 
remain in samsara after performing prapatti. 

arti — pain and anguish at remaining in samsSra, eagerness to 
attain moksa and the Lord. 

airita — one who has resorted to (a-iri-) the Lord for protection; 
a devotee, prapanna, bhagavata. 

airitapOratantrya — the Lord’s quality of indulgent love for and 
dependence on his devotees. 

atmapahara — theft of the soul through the delusion of self¬ 
autonomy, denying one’s subservience to the Lord. 

atmagurta( s) — the soul’s virtues (knowledge, devotion, dispassion 
—jnana, bhakti, vairagya ) which arise after realizing his 
essential nature. 

atmaniksepa — self-surrender, syn. prapatti, nyttsa, iaroQOgati. 
The aAgi when listing the angas of prapatti. 
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aupadhika — conditional, superficial, adventious. syn. vanteti. 

avadharana — exclusivity, exclusion ; a particle meaning exclusion 
(e.g., tan, e, ekam, eva). 


B 

Bhagavan — the Lord, Isvara, Vi$gu. 

bhagavata — a devotee of the Lord ; pi., the community of 
Vai§ijavas of all castes, ("Srivaispava” usually refers only to 
brahmins in modern usage.) 

bhagavataiesatva — subservience to the Lord. 

bhagavataSesatva — subservience to the Lord’s devotees, considered 
the farthest extent of bhagavat£e$atva. 

bhakti — 1) devotion to the Lord ; 2) short for bhaktiyoga. 

bhaktiyoga — the method of attaining the Lord through devotion, 
as taught in the Bhagavad Gita, which may include karmayoga 
and jnanayoga as angas. It is limited to males of twice-born 
castes. 

bhaktiyulavan — the Lord as the “plowman of bhakti,” cultivating 
devotion to Himself through creation, avataras, etc. 

bhoga — delight, enjoyment. 

bhogya — object to be enjoyed or experienced. 

bhokta — the enjoyer or experiencer. 

bhoktrtva — the state or quality of being an enjoyer ; the ability 
to experience the results of action. 

brahmostra — a divine weapon with the power to bind one’s 
enemies ; it demands faith in its effectiveness, such that no 
other weapon can be used with it. 

C 

Caramasloka — one of the three Srivai?pava mantras, BhG 18.66. 
(See Appendix II) 

caramopaya — (Srirangam acaryas :) the last and ultimate upaya 
for mak$a ; syn. acaryabhimana. 
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cetana — 1) sentient, intelligent. 2) the sentient soul, individual; 
syn. atma, jiva,jivatma. 

cit — 1) consciousness, as in citiakti. 2) the collection of souls or 
cetanas, one of the three tattvas or realities. 

curpai — a prose, sutra-style aphorism in MagipravSJa. 

D 

dehatmabhimana — the conceited delusion which mistakes the body 
to be the true self, not the soul. 

dosabhogya — (Srirangam acaryas :) (the Lord’s) enjoyment of the 
sins or faults of his devotees. 

dfptaprapanna — a “bold” or stalwart prapanna, who can bear to 
remain in this world for the rest of this life, until his prarttbdha 
karmas are gone. 

Dvaya (mantra) — one of the three Srivai§$ava mantras. (See 
Appendix II.) 


G 

goptrtvavarana — choosing or requesting protection, one of the 
angas of prapatti. 

guruparampara — the lineage of acaryas 

J 

jiiatftva — the capacity to know, sentience. 

jiva — the individual soul. syn. atma, cetana. 

K 

kaiftkarya — service, esp., service to the Lord and BhSgavatas, the 
proper livelihood of His iesas ; syn. dasya. 

karpanya — helplessness, destitution ; one of prapatti’s aftgas. 

karupya — (the Lord’s innate) compassion, mercy, grace. 

katak$a — (literally, glance) the Lord’s grace or mercy, esp. when 
shed on a particular individual. 

krsiphala — the result or fruit of one’s labor. 
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k$enti — forbearance, forgiveness or forgiving nature. One of the 
Lord’s qualities of mercy and accessibility. 

kudfsti — “short-sighted person,” Vedanta Desika’s deprecatory 
term for Advaitins. 


L 

lokasahgraha — supporting the world and society ; said of actions 
performed to set a good example for others. 

M 

mahaviivOsa — great faith, firm resolve (that the Lord will save); 
one of the angas of prapatti. 

mangalaiasana — wishing auspiciousness, well-being, and safety to 
the Lord’s arcdvatara, a form of temple service. 

Manipravala — highly Sanskritized Tamil. 

N 

nairapeksya — self-sufficiency, lack of need for any other aids. 

nairghrnya — cruelty, mercilessness. 

nigraha — disfavor, will to punish, punishment. 

nirankuia — uncontrollable, unprompted, unconstrained. 

niranku?asvatantrya — the Lord’s uncontrollable autonomy, His 
inobstructable sovereignty over His creation. 

nirapeksa — 1) regardless of, indifferent to, independent of; 
2) without any need, self-sufficient. 

nirapek$opaya — the Lord as the self-sufficient upaya who needs 
nothing else to bring about the soul’s salvation. 

nirhetuka(moka) — causeless(ly), spontaneous(ly), without any 
external basis or reason. 

nirhetukakataksa, nirhetukakfpo — (the Lord’s) causeless and/or 
spontaneous mercy or grace. 

nirupitasvarupaviiesapa — a (relatively) external quality attributed 
to something. See svarupanirupakadharma. 
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ni$krstave$a — the essential form, the soul. See viii$tave$a. 

nityanaimittikakarma — the daily and occasional rites enjoined as 
obligatory for the twice-born, stipulated according to varga, 
jati, asrama, etc. 

nityasuri, nitya — a soul forever free, never caught in samsSra, 
who serves the Lord in Vaikugtha. 

nydsavidyd — surrender (prapatti) as a sadhana to mok§a. 

P 

paccai — a token offering or gift to a superior, syn. upahara. 

pahcasamskara — the five-fold Srivai§nava initiation rite : tapa 
(branding), pundra (Vaisnava markings), nama (receiving a 
Vai?iiava name), mantra (receiving the three mantras) yajana 
(worship of the idol). 

paragatasxiketra — the Lord’s acceptance of the soul to protect 
him. See svagatasvikOra. 

parttrtha — other-purposed, for the sake of another. 

pOratantrya — dependence, esp. the soul’s dependence on the Lord; 

paratva — supremacy, a group of Divine qualities (omniscience, 
omnipotence, etc.). See saulabhya. 

parracu — a foothold, pretext. 

perru — attainment, attainment of the Lord, syn. prOpti. 

Pirdtti — the Goddess : Sri, Lakjmi, Sita. 

prapaka — the instrument or means of attainment, syn. upOya. 

prapanna — one who has surrendered himself to the Lord. 

prapatti — surrender to the Lord, taking refuge in the Lord, 
usually for protection and salvation. 

prapati — attainment, especially, the supreme attainment of the 
Lord, syn. perru. 

prBpya —to be attained, that which is to be attained, goal, 
purusartha. syn. upeya. 

prarQbdhakarma — karma which has begun bearing results. 


36 
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prascda — (the Lord’s) grace, favor, mercy, esp. as won by 
favorable action. 

prasodana — the act of placating, appeasing, propitiating. 

prasahga — unfortunate conclusion or problematic logical corrolary 
of a proposition under consideration. 

prasanna — appeased, placated, conciliated. 

prdtikulyavarjana — the will to avoid what is displeasing or 
antagonistic to the Lord, one of the angas of prapatti. 

praya&citta — atonement, a rite enjoined to atone for a misdeed. 

puru$akttra — I) mediation, intercession ; 2) the mediator or 

intercessor, Sri. 


R 

rahasya — literally, secret. 1) one of the three secret Srivaisnava 
mantras ; 2) a Manipravala treatise interpreting the mantras 
or other points of Srivaisnava doctrine. 

rak$a — protection, salvation. 

raksdbharanyOsa — surrendering responsibility for one’s own 
salvation to the Lord, prapatti. 

rak$aka — the protector, savior (the Lord), syn. iaranya. 

S 

sadhana — a means to achieve a goal. syn. upaya, prapaka. 

sodhanabhakti — bhaktiyoga, bhakti as a sadhana or upaya. 

sadhya — to be achieved, performed, effected, brought about. 

sadhyabhakti — devotion which is achieved through prapatti. 

sadhyopOva — (Kanchi acaryas :) the upaya for salvation which 
has yet to be performed (bhaktiyoga or prapatti). See 
siddhopaya. 

sahakarana , sahakdri — an auxiliary cause. 

sahajakarut}ya, -kfpa — the Lord’s inherent or innate mercy. 

sahetuka — with reason or cause. 
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sakfdanustheya — to be done only once, all at once. 

sambhavitasvabhava — a characteristic that naturally arises. 

sampraddya — tradition, heritage, the Srlvaifgava tradition. 

sdngdnusthdna — a performance accompanied by auxiliaries, and 
thus a full-fledged upaya or sadhana. 

sdrajfla — (Srirangam acaryas :) one who knows the essence of the 
sastras, that is, the Tirumantra. One following the Tirumantra 
and prapatti. See idstri. 

tarapdgata — one who has sought or is seeking refuge, syn. 
prop anna. 

iaraydgali — seeking refuge, syn. prapatti. 

iaranam — refuge, means of salvation (the Lord). 

iaranya — the Lord who is to be sought for refuge, salvation. 

sarvakartd — ultimate agent of all ; the Lord as the true “doer” of 
all activity. 

sarvamuktiprasanga — the logical problem that follows from the 
view that if the Lord desires to save souls and needs nothing 
from them to do it, then everyone should have already been 
released from samsara. 

idstri — (Srirangam acaryas) one following the sastras and sastric 
sadhanas. See sdrajHa. 

sdttvikatydga — mental renunciation of fruits, agency, and 
attachment to enjoined actions while performing them as 
worship of the Lord. 

saulabhya — accessibility, the Lord’s quality of making himself 
available to souls ; an entire group of the Lord’s qualities 
making him accessible ( vdtsalya , sauiilya, etc.) See paratva. 

sauiilya — the Lord’s ability to mingle with those inferior to him 
without stain. 

iesa — a subservient thing or part; the soul as subservient to the 
Lord. 

iesaiesibhdva — the relationship of sesa and sesi. 

iesatva — subservience, as a slave to his master. 



284 


The Srlvaifnava Theological Dispute... 


ie$i — the master, that to which one is subservient, the Lord. 

siddhavastu — an accomplished fact, something already achieved. 

siddhopaya — the already accomplished and perfectly fulfilled 
upaya or means of salvation ; that is, the Lord 

svadhina — self-dependent, self-sufficient, not dependent on 
another. 

svagatasvikdra — the soul’s acceptance (of the Lord or Scarya) as 
protector and upaya for salvation. 

svami — Master, Owner, the Lord as rightful and responsible 
master and owner of His property (svam), the soul. 

svamitva — the [Lord’s] quality as [the soul’s] owner and master, 
implying His responsibility to protect His property. 

svaprayojanatva — the property of being self-purposed, having 
selfish aims. 

svarupa — the essential nature (of anything); the soul’s nature. 

svarupanirupakafdharma, vi£e$ana) — a property which describes 
the essential nature of a thing in itself. 

svarupatyaga — (Vedanta Desika :) outright, physical renunciation 
of dharmas which should be performed. See sattvikatydga. 

svarupavirodhi — (Srirangam acaryas :) an obstruction to the soul’s 
true nature (of dependence and subservience) such as self- 
effort, egoism, autonomy. 

svarupayathatmya — (ManavSlamamuni) the soul’s nature as it 
truly is, at a higher level than the svarupa. 

svatantra — autonomous, independent, sovereign. 

svatantrya — autonomy, independence, sovereignty. 1) one of the 
Lord’s qualities of supremacy, implying his role as the judge 
of karma. 2) the soul’s deluded notion that he is his own 
agent, independent. 3) (Kanchi Scaryas :) the limited power 
the soul has due to kartrtva. 

tadiyar — those belonging to Him (the Lord), His devotees ; syn. 
bhdgavatas. 
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taniyan — a single laudatory verse a disciple composes for his 
acarya. 

tattvatraya — the three realities of Visi§(advaita Vedanta, cit, acit, 
livara — the souls, insentient matter, the Lord. 

Tirumantra — one of the Srivai§ijava mantras. (See Appendix II.) 

V 


vaidya — obligatory. 

vairagya — dispassion, distaste for sense objects. 

vai$amya — partiality, inegalitarianism. 

vaisamyanairghrnyaprasanga — the problem of the Lord’s implied 
partiality and cruelty, conflicting with His supposed mercy and 
egalitarianism, if He is said to save some souls arbitrarily 
while keeping others in samsara. 

vanteri — superimposed, adventitious, syn. aupddhika. 

vaSikdra — something which wins over or propitiates. 

vaiikarana — (the act of) winning over, propitiating. 

vaiikrt — won over, propitiated, placated, syn. prasanna. 

vdtsalya — tender affection, love, as a cow to her calf (vatsa) ; one 
of the Lord’s qualities of accessibility and mercy. 

v'erite — spontaneously, capriciously, for no reason. 

vidhipaksa — the view interpreting the parityajya of the Carama- 
sloka as a command (vidhi) to renounce all dharmas. 

viSistave$a — particularized form, the body. See niskr$tave?a § 

vydja — pretext, excuse ; a slim reason providing an occasion for 
the Lord to save a soul. 


Y 

yadrcchikasukfta — accidental, unintentional good deeds. 
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LockScarya : 9. 

A$t5diggajas : 18, 35. 

Atma : see Soul 
dtmagupas : 161-2, 238, 245. 
atonement: see prdyaScitta 
Atreya Ramanuja (Kijampi 
AppiUar): 6, 10, 24, 126, 
181-2. 

Autonomy: See svatantrya, 
mercy and autonomy, 
nirankuiasvdiantrya. 

Bhigavatas : offense to, 163-4, 
180 ; virtues and power of 
161-2, 166-7, 183, 268. 
bhdgavataie$atva : 147-8 ; Sri- 
rangam acaryas on, 161-67 ; 
Vedanta Desika on, 179-84. 
bhaktiyoga: in AcHr and SVB, 
76 ; not an upaya, 81-4 ; 
provisional value of, 76-9, 
84-5, 88-9, 95, 100, 263, 266; 
and svarupa, 76-85, 80-1, 
90-1, 263-4 ; as valid upaya, 
89-90, Yamuna and Ramanuja 
on, 73-5. 

bhaktiyoga and prapatti: 
distinction between, 73-4; 
Magiavalamamuni on, 75 ; 
qualifications for 74-5, 89-90; 
Vedanta Desika on, 89-95, 

266. 


bharanydsa (See also, prapatti): 

* 126-7. 

bhogyatd : 74, 122, 
bhoktjtva, soul’s : MapavSla- 
mamuni on, 45,47; Ramanuja 
on, 39, 42, 69 ; and service, 
149, 167; Vedanta Desika on, 
60, 62, 65. 

bhoktrtva. Lord’s : 180. 

Brahma Sutras and kartrtva: 39, 
45, 60, 66-7, 137. 
brahmdstra analogy: 75, 99,102. 
Brahmatantra Svatantra Jlyar: 

12, 13-4, 35. 

Caramasloka : Arjuna and, 88, 
100 ; Ramanuja’s interpreta¬ 
tion, 43, 70. (See also 
App. II.) 

Caramopdya Nirpaya of Nayanar 
Accan PiJlai : 228, 257. 
Carman, John B. : 101, 187-8, 

222 . 

cat and monkey principles : 1. 
Cdtaka bird analogy: 122-3, 137. 
CatuSiloki of Yamuna: 227,255. 
causeless grace : See Nirhetuka- 
krpd. 

cessation : in Caramasloka, 86- 
88 ; of self-effort and/or self¬ 
purpose, 52-6, 58 ; Vedanta 
Desika on, 66, 112, 124-5. 
controllership. Lord’s (niyan- 
tftva) : 39-40, 47, 69. 

Cow/calf analogy: 192,213,265. 


Day a Sat aka of Vedanta Desika: 

211 , 249 . 
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devotional concerns of Maoa- 
vSlamamuni and Srirangam 
acaryas: 25-7,260-1; and 
bhaktiyoga, 76 ; and soul’s 
nature, 44; and Lord’s mercy 
and autonomy, 189-90 ; and 
prapatti, 104-5, 143-4 ; and 
service, 147 ; and view of Sri 
and acarya, 228. 
do$abhogya : 191 - 6 , 211-4,223. 
Dvaya mantra: and service, 162; 
and Sri, 226, 236, 248, 250-1. 
(See also App. II.) 

egalitarianism of Lord (stlmya): 

63,219-20, 261,269. 
egoism : See ahankttra. 
ekam, of Caramasloka: Sri¬ 
rangam acaryas on, 112, 142 ; 
Vedanta Desika on, 135-8. 
elephant, imperial, analogy of : 

120, 207, 263. 

faith, in prapatti: 106-7, 125-6. 
fear and grace : 160, 239. 
forgiveness : (See also airita- 
paratantrya, da$abhogya , 
prayaicitta. Srirangam acaryas 
on, 174-6, 213-4; Vedanta 
Desika on, 173-7, 186, 211-4. 


guruparampara : 252-3, 255 ; 

Tenkalai and Vatakalai, 35-6. 
Guruparamparasttra, of Vedanta 
Desika : 23. 

impartiality/indifference 

(udasina), of Lord: 40,46,61. 


innate, inherent mercy of Lord : 
196-9, 214-21; Sri as personifi¬ 
cation of, 231, 249. 


jati, and bhagavata&e$atva : 

181-3, 180-2. 

jiva : See soul. 

jivasvtltantrya : See svatantrya, 
soul’s. 

jivatva of Sri: 226-7, 237-8,269. 
Jnanasdra and Prameyasora : 4. 
jflanot moksa : 57-8, 67, 108. 
jnatftva, soul’s : 39, 42, 44-9, 
60-2,111. 

kainkarya : See service. 
kttmya karmas : 178, 268. 

Kanchi : in medieval period, 

6 , 8 . 

Kanchi acaryas : 3, 8, 25-7, 

126, 259. 

Kantatai Annan, Koyil : 16. 
karma: 203-4, 208-9, 215-21, 
233-5. (See also accidental 
good deeds.) 

kartftva and bhoktjtva, soul’s : 
Manavatamamuni on, 45-8, 

51- 5, 57-9 ; Ramanuja and 
Sudarsana Suri on, 39-40, 42, 
43-4 ; in service, 58-9, 167 ; 
Vedanta Desika on, 60-4, 

65-6. 

kartftva. Lord’s : 56,62-4, 133. 
kartrtva, soul’s : and ahankttra, 
56-7, 117 ; and cessation, 58; 
dependent on Lord, 45-6 ; 
Manavajamamuni on, 45-8, 

52- 5, 56-9 ; renunciation of, 
42-3, 64-7 ; Sudarsana Suri 
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on, 40 ; Vedanta Desika on, 
60-4 (See also, kartytva and 
bhoktytva.) 

kttrupya and prasada : Desika’s 
distinction of, 214-5, 221. 

Kitampi Appear : See Atreya 
Ramanuja. 

Kitampi Nayanar : 15, 33. 

Knowledge, soul’s : 38-9, 44-5, 
60. (See also, jnatrtva.) 

Kurattalvan : 4, 256. 


Laksmi Tantra: prapatti in, 114, 
125-7 ; prSyascitta in, 175, 
177-8. 

Lester, Robert : 29, 101. 
lokasaAgraha : 154, 158-9, 178, 

267. 

love and sastras in service : 

149-50, 168-9, 262. 
lover/beloved analogy : and 
dosabhogya, 192-3, 195-6,213. 


Magavajamamuni: as founder 
of T'enkajai, 2, 19 ; as incar¬ 
nation of Ramanuja/Adiseja, 
19, 36; life and works, 14-21; 
view of tradition 22-5 ; view 
of Ramanuja, 246-7. 
mangaloiasana : 150-1, 262. 
Magipravaja : 4-5, 11, 17. 
matal, riding the : 151, 184. 
Maturakavi Alvar : 244, 262. 
mediation (puru^akdra) : neces¬ 
sity of, 231-3 ; of Sri and 
acarya, 225-29, 255-6; not an 
upaya, 236, 265. 
medicine analogy : of PiJlai 
Lokacarya, 83-4. 


mercy and accessibility. Lord’s : 

188-9, 191-2, 194, 211-3. 
mercy and autonomy. Lord’s : 

187-91, 220-1, 268 
Muslim invasion of Srirangam : 

11 - 2 . 

Nalayira Divya Prabandham : 5, 
6, 13, 25. (See also Alvars, 
Nammalvar.) 

Nammalvar: and Bhagavata- 
sejatva, 166 ; and nirhetuka- 
krpa 198,201-6; his salvation, 
Desika’s view, 219-21. 
NampiJlai : 5, 166. 

Nanjiyar : 4-5. 

Narayanan, Vasudha ; 32, 101, 

143. 

Natatur Ammaj : 5, 47. 

NayanSr Accan PilJai : on 
Ocdryabhimana, 228, 257 ; on 
Sri, 227, 237 ; works, 10. 
nirankuiasvatant rya (unconstrai¬ 
ned autonomy) of Lord : 205- 
10, 268; and mediation of Sri 
and acarya, 228-35, 240-1. 
(See also nirhetukakypO.) 
nirapeksopaya. Lord as : (See 
also Updyatva, Lord’s.) 112. 
nirhetukakrpQ, — katak$a: 190-1, 
196-201 ; and 5c5rya, 244 ; 
irresistability of, 200; Namm- 
alvar’s example, 200-6 ; Sri¬ 
rangam acaryas on, 196-210 ; 
Vedanta Desika on, 214-21. 
(See also, accidental good 
deeds.) 

nityanaimittika karmas: 148,262. 
(See also var^Qiramadharma,) 
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oral discourse : See Srirangam 
acaryas. 

Paficaratra : 7, 91, 147. 

parabhakti , parajhOna, etc. : 

90-1. 

paragatasvikdra : 119,242. 

paratantrya, soul’s; and bhog- 
yatd, 50-6, 58-9 ; Desika on, 

66 - 8 . 

paratantrya. Lord’s: See Airita- 
paratantrya. 

paratva and saulabhya : See 
Supremacy and accessibility. 
Lord’s. 

Parityajya (of Caramasloka) : as 
anuvOda, 75, 95-8 ; as vidhi, 
75-6, 87, 98-100. 

Periyavaccan Pillai : works, 5. 

permission, Lord’s : to soul’s 
activity, 39, 46-7, 61-3. 

philosophical/legalistic concerns 
of Vedanta Desika and Kancbi 
acaryas: 8, 25-7, 259 ff.; and 
bhaktiyoga, 76 ; and Lord’s 
mercy and autonomy, 94-5 ; 
and nature of soul, 44 ; and 
prapatti, 105,143; and service, 
147-8 ; and view of 3rl and 
acarya, 228, 231-2. 

Pillan : See Tirukkurukai Piran 
Pillan. 

Plowman of bhakti, Lord as : 

200-4. 

prapanna : acdryani$tha and 

uktiniftha, 252-3 ; Orta and 
drpta, 177, 183. (See also 
forgiveness, service.) 

Prapanna ParijOta, of Na(atur 
AmmaJ : 5. 


prapatti : and angas, 115, 124— 
30 ; as auxiliary cause, 132 ; 
distinction from bhaktiyoga, 
73-5 ; and kartrtva, 106-7, as 
knowledge and cessation, 
106-9, 113 ; not an upaya, 
108-14, 123-4 ; as propiti¬ 
ation, 131-2; qualification 
for, 73, 79, 89-90 ; as a result 
of Lord’s grace, 109-10 ; as 
sadhyopaya, 104, 130, 132-3; 
and shame, 117-8, 143; Sri¬ 
rangam acaryas on, 105-8 ; as 
upaya, 103-5, 140-1; ukti and 
Ocaryanistha, 252-63, 332-35; 
Vedanta Desika’s critique of 
Srirangam acaryas on, 138-41; 
as a vyaja, 104, 132, 136 ; will 
or desire in, 106, 8. 
prOpya and prapaka : acarya as, 
242-3 ; Lord as, 115, 121-2. 
prOrabdha karma : 148, 173, 

176-7. 

prasada and kQrunya : Desika’s 
distinction, 214-5, 220-1. 
Prativadi Bhayankara Anija: 16, 
18, 34, 36. 

prayaicitta : Srirangam acaryas 
as, 159 ; Vedanta Desika on, 
174-5, 211-12, 262, 265. 
pretext: See Vyaja, 
purusakara : See Mediation. 

rahasyas : 5, 9-10, 11. 

(See App. II.) 

Rama Misra : 105, 124. 
Ramanuja : and bhagavata- 
ie$atva, 166, 180 ; on bhakti¬ 
yoga and prapatti, 73, 101 ; 
on jfiatrtva, kartftva, and 
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bhoktftva, 38-40; Manav5]a- 
mSmuni’s view of, 22, 246-7 ; 
on service, 147 ; on de$a-Ie$i 
relationship, 41-2 ; Vedanta 
Desika’s view of 23, 183 ; as 
savior, 244, 246-7, 255 ; and 
Ubhaya Vedanta, 3-4. 

Ramanuja Dayapatra : see 
Taniyans. 

ROmOyapa incidents : Pi|Jai 
Lokacarya’s use of, 83-4,121, 
235-6. 

Rangachari, V. : 6. 

renunciation : and ekam, 135-6; 
Ramanuja on, 42-3, 70 ; and 
service, 147, 167 ; Vedanta 
Desika on, 65-6. 

repeated prapatti: Srirangam 
acaryas on, 158-63 ; Vedanta 
Desika on, 176. 


sadhya and sadhana. Lord as : 

115. 

sadhyopaya : Manava lama muni 
on, 113-5; Vedanta Desika 
on, 130-4, 138, 141, 248. 
sakrdanu$theya : prapatti as, 

129. 

sambhavitasvabhOva : 114,130. 
safigdnusthana : prapatti as, 

124-30, 140-1. 
arapagati Gadya, of Ramanuja: 

90, 246-7, 258. 
sarvadharman parityajya (of 
Caramasloka): 75; Srirangam 
acaryas on, 86-9; Vedanta 
Desika on, 95-101. 
sarvakarta : See kartftva. Lord’s. 
sarvamuktiprasaiiga : 110-1, 134, 
199, 206, 218, 264. 


sanapttpebhyo mok$ayi$ydmi (of 
Caramasloka) : 158-9, 175. 
sastras: and service, 147-8, 
152-5, 167-73, 262, 267-8 ; 
Srirangam acaryas on, 52-3, 
76-80, 84-5, 89; and Vedanta 
Desika’s view of Scarya,251-2. 
sastras and sastric injunctions, 
meaningfulness of: in kartftva, 
39-40,52, 61-4, 65-7; Vedanta 
Desika on, 62-3, 65-7, 94, 
95-7, 105, 209, 212, 260-2. 
lastris and sarajnas : 52-3, 80. 
sattvikatyOga : See renunciation, 
self-effort and/or self-purpose : 
49, 52-6, 57-8, 122. 
service : to acarya, 242-4 ; to 
Bhagavatas, see bhagavata- 
iesatva ; in Dvaya mantra, 
146; obligatory and optional, 
Desika on, 170-1; Ramanuja 
on, 146 ; sastras and/or love 
in, 147-8, 168-9, 263-3, 267 ; 
and svarupa, 148, 149-57, 
169-70 ; as upeya and puru- 
? art ha, 142, 151. 

Se$a-£esi relationship : Rama¬ 
nuja’s definition, 41-2. 
iesatva : to Bhagavatas, see 
Bhagavata$e$atva ; centrality 
of, in Srirangam acaryas, 47- 
50 ; and jnatrtva, 42 ; and 
svarupayathatmya, 50-2, 53-5; 
and service, 146; Vedanta 
Desika on, 60-1. 

Iesatva and paratantrya, soul’s : 
44, 53-6, 149; and self-effort/ 
self-purpose, 54-6; as obstac¬ 
les to Lord’s delight, 194-5; 
Vedanta Desika on, 60-1. 




302 


The Srivaifpava Theological Dispute... 


SiddhopOya and sadhyopaya : 
Maoavajamamuni on, 114-5; 
Vedanta Desika on, 130-8, 

141. 

simhasanas : 23-4. 

sin after prapatti: 148 ; Sri- 

rangam acaryas on, 157-60, 
193_4 ; Vedanta Desika on, 
173-8, 211-3. See also 

forgiveness. 

sin and merits : transfer of, 178. 

Sita and Sri : 281. 

soul : conception of. in Visi?{- 
advaita Vedanta, 38-44, 60-1; 
as jfiata, bhokta , karta 38-40, 
60-8; Maoavalamamuni on, 
44-54. See also jhatrtva, 
kartrtva, se?atva and para- 
tantrya, svarupa, svarupayO- 
thatmya. 

Sri : and Dvaya mantra, 226 
236, 248, 250-1 ; and acarya 
as mediators, 246-55 ; Mana- 
vSlamamuni and Srirangam 
acaryas on, 231-8 ; Vedanta 
Desika on, 248-51. 

Sribha$ya : Desika’s lectures 
on, 13-4. (See also Ramanuja, 
Brahma Sutras.) 

Srirangam : in medieval period, 

7-8. 

Srirangam acaryas : (see also, 
devotional/literary concerns 
of) and Alvars, 22-3, 25-6 ; 
and oral discourse, 7-8, 24-5, 
76, 259, 263, 265 ; tolerance 
for variety, 53-7, 265-69 ; use 
of analogies, 26, 81-5, 105, 
236-8, 263-65. 

SriSaileia DayOpatra : see 
Taaiyans. 


SrutaprakQ&ika : 6, 40. 
subservience and dependence : 

see Sesatva and paratantrya. 
Sudarsana Suri: on kartftva , 40; 
and Vedanta Desika, 11-2, 
40, 61 ; works, 5-6. 
Superiority, of Bhagavatas of 
lower birth : 165-6. 
supremacy and accessibility. 
Lord’s : 187-8. (See also 
mercy and autonomy. Lord’s.) 
svagata and parcgata svikara : 
116-20, 133-4, 197, 266 ; 

and acaryabhimana, 242 ; 
RamOyana examples of, 121. 
svarupa : bhaktiyoga and, 76- 
85, 92; Maoavalamamuni on, 
44-50, and svarupayathatmya, 
44, 50ff. 

svarupatyOga : 96-9, 102. 
svarupayathatmya : Maoavala¬ 
mamuni on, 50-60 ; and self- 
effort, sastric sadhanas, 77- 
81 ; and vartfOiramadharmas, 
152-4. 

svatantrya (autonomy). Lord’s : 
187-8 ; and acaryabhimana, 
241 ; and nirhetukakrpO, 197, 
207. (See also mercy and 
autonomy, nirankuiasva- 
tantrya.) 

svatantrya (autonomy) soul’s : 
removal of, 136-7 ; and 
sesatva/kartftva, 46-7, 49, 61, 
66-68 ; Sudarsana Suri on, 
40-1, 61 ; removal of, in 
ekam, 164. 


taniyans : 17 , 35 . 
tattvas : 29 . 
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Tattvatraya : of Pijjai Loki- 
carya, 9, 17. 

temple service : and sastric 
karmas, 153-61, 171, 262. 

Tenkalai: guruparampartt, 35-6, 
origin of term, 1-3. 


sloka, 43, 65 ; of Sri, 227, 
336, 248-51, 265, 269 
upeya : Service as, 146-51 ; Sri 
as, 236-7. (See upaya and 
upeya.) 


Tenkalai-Vatakalai dispute: 
1-3, 23-4, 270 ; issues of Sri 
and acarya in, 226-8 ; and 
Ubhaya Vedanta, 6-7. 

Tirukkurukai Piran Pijlan : 4, 
24; analogies of, 81, 121, 133. 

Tirumalai Alvan (Tiruvaymoli 
Pillai): 14, 32. 

Tirumantra : 44, 50-1. (See 
App. II.) 

Tiruvarangattamutanar : 4, 243. 

Tiruxaynioli : commentaries on, 
4-5 ; ManavalamSmuni’s 
lectures on 17 ; Vedanta 
Desika’s summaries of, 13. 
(See Nammalvar.) 

Ubhaya Vedanta : 3-4, 6. 

uktinistha prapatti : 251-2. 

uncaused grace : See Nirhetuka- 
krpa. 

Upadeia Ratnamalai, of Mapa- 
valamamuni : 17, 22. 

upaya and upeya : acarya as, 
241-3; Lord 115; Sri as, 236, 
248-51. 

upayatva : of ttettryabhirnttna, 
229-30, 239-40 ; of paragata- 
svikara, not svagatasvikara 
118-20, 242 ; of Lord, in 
prapatti. 105-6, 109-10, 112- 
5 ; of prapatti, 123-5, 103-5. 
112-4, 123-4, 131, 135-7 ; 

renunciation of, in Carama- 


vai$amyanairghfnya prasanga 
(problem of Lord’s partiality 
and cruelty): 111-2, 134, 199, 
206-8, 218-9, 266. 
varnodramadharma : and Bhaga- 
vatasesatva, Vedanta Desika 
on, 179-82; and life of 
service, 167-72, 262, 267-8. 
Vafaklai: guruparampartt, 24, 
origin of term, 1-3. 

Vatakku Tiruviti PiJlai : 5, 9. 
vatsalya : 188, 191-2. See also 
cow/calf analogy, do$abhogya. 
Vedanta Desika : life and 
works, 9-14. See also Kanchi 
acaryas, philosophical/legali¬ 
stic concerns. 
vidhi : see Parityajya. 
Visistadvaita Vedanta: and 
Kanchi acaryas, 5-6, 9. See 
Ramanuja, Sudarsana Suri. 
vyaja (pretext) : and Lord’s 
innate mercy, 214-8 ; and 
Nammalvar’s salvation, 219, 
220-1; prapatti as, 104, 132, 
135-6. 

wife and mother analogy : and 
Sri’s nature, 229, 233-5 

236-7, 265. 

yadrcchikasukfta: See acci¬ 

dental good deeds. 

Yatireja Saptati: 24, 255. 

Yatirttja Vimiati : 15, 246-7. 




